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PREFACE. 


For  the  sixty  odd  years  prior  to  the  organization  of  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  Difitrict  of  Columbia,  the  only  appeal 
from  the  judgments  and  decrees  of  the  old  Circuit  Court  was 
to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States.  From  1801  to 
1816  all  suits  at  law  or  in  equity  determined  by  the  Circuit 
Court,  and  wherein  the  amount  in  controversy  exceeded  one 
hundred  dollars,  were  thus  appealable.  In  1816  the  amount 
was  increased  to  one  thousand  dollars,  with  the  proviso  that, 
''  w'here  the  matter  in  dispute  shall  be  of  the  value  of  $100, 
and  of  less  value  than  $1,000,  on  a  petition  to  a  justice  of. 
the  Supreme  Court,  if  the  paid  justice  shall  be  of  opinion 
that  errors  in  the  proceedings  of  the  court  involve  questions 
of  law  of  such  extensive  interest  and  operation  as  to  render 
the  final  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  desirable,  the  case 
may  be  removed  at  the  discretion  of  the  justice." 

The  duty  of  reporting  the  decisions  in  these  appealed 
cases  devolved  upon  the  reporters  of  the  Supreme  Court  of 
the  United  States,  and  they  are  accordingly  to  be  found 
scattered  through  such  of  the  volumes  of  their  reports  as 
were  published  prior  to  the  organization  of  this  court.  For 
more  than  half  a  century,  therefore,  these  few  cases  in 
the  United  States  Supreme  Court  Reports  and  such  others 
in  the  Maryland  reports  as  bore  upon  the  construction  of 
the  statutes  of  that  State  in  force  here,  were  to  the  practi- 
tioners of  this  District  the  only  authority  whereto  to  refer 
upon  matters  of  local  law. 

These  seemed  to  have  sufficed  the  wants  of  the  bar  of 
that  dny,  for  although  from  the  organization  of  the  court 
in  1801,  notes  of  its  decisions  were  faithfully  kept  in  manu- 
Bcript  by  Judge  Cranch,the  chief  judge,  which  we  are  told 
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were  in  a  manner  accessible  to  the  bar,  yet  their- pub- 
lication was  not  thought  of  until  1852,  when  they  appeared 
in  the  five  volumes  known  as  Cranch's  Circuit  Court  IJeports!^ 
and  became  for  the  first  time  of  any  real  utility.  Valuable 
however,  as  these  reports  may  have  been  in  the  absence  of 
any  others,  still  they  were  not,  except  in  cases  of  appeal  from 
the  District  Court  and  the  Orphan's  Court,  the  decisions  of  a 
court  of  review,  and  can  scarcely  be  said  to  have  been  of 
more  authority  than  a  collection  of  nisiprius  cases. 

Eleven  years  after  these  reports  appeared,  the  act  of  March, 
8, 1863,  reorganized  the  judiciary  of  the  District  and  modeled 
it  to  a  large  extent  after  the  judicial  system  of  the  State  of  New 
York.  Appeals  from  the  trial  court  and  from  the  chancellor 
are  now  taken  to  the  General  Term,  from  whose  decision,  if 
the  amount  in  controversy  exceed  $2,500,  an  appeal  lies  to 
the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States.  Of  the  cases 
decided  by  the  General  Term,  a  large  number  inv()lve*most 
important  points  of  law  and  equity,  and  incidental  thereto, 
questions  of  practice  and  pleading  peculiar  to  this  court. 
The  decisions  in  a  large  proportion  of  these  cases  are  usually 
final.  The  opinions  delivered  have  been  almost  invariably 
oral.  Heard  only  by  the  few  members  of  the  bar  who 
happened  to  be  present  at  the  moment  of  their  delivery, 
they  soon  became  a  matter  of  tradition,  and,  like  tradition, 
uncertain. 

In  this  manner,  for  the  past  twenty  years  and  more,  has  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  sitting  in  General 
Term,  exercised  a  jurisdictional  power  more  extensive  in 
many  respects  than  that  of  any  court  of  the  United  States, 
except  the  Supreme  Court.  Questions  the  most  important 
and  involving  the  deepest  research  have  been  argued  by 
counsel  and  considered  by  the  court,  with  a  care  and  ability 
unsurpassed  in  any  forum,  and  yet,  except  for  the  short 
period  covered  by  the  reports  of  Mr.  Justice  Mac  Arthur, 
scarce  a  dozen  of  the  many  important  opinions  delivered 
during  all  these  years  have  been  preserved.  It  must  strike 
one  as  somewhat  remarkable  that  a  court  with  a  jurisdiction 
so  varied  and  extensive  and  with   a   bar  so  large  and  in- 
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telligent,  should  have  existed  so  long  without  any  system- 
atic plan  for  preserving  in  regularly  published  volunies  of 
reports  the  many  important  cases  decided  by  it.     What  a 
light  would    now    be   shining   over    these    twenty  years 
of  darkness  ;  what  an   amount  of  laborious  inquiry  would 
be  avoided,  had  the  opinions  of  the  court   settling  these 
matters  as  they  arose  been    taken  down    stenographically 
and   the   cases   reported  and  published.      Had  this   been 
done,  we  would   possess  to-day  at   least  twenty  volumes 
of  reports  instead  of    only  three  ;    and  even  these  three 
would  not   be  in  existence   save  for  the  industry  of  one 
of  the  justices  of  the  court  in   a  labor  which  it  is  the 
duty  of  the  bar  to  relieve  the  bench  of.    This  ought  never 
to  have  been  so,  much  less  ought  it  to  continue.     The  law, 
as  declared  by  the  court,  should  be  certain  and  it  can  only 
be  certain  when  preserved  in  black  and  white.    If  the  court 
has  no  means  of  turning  to  its  prior  decisions  for  guidance 
it  is  like  a  ship  which  sails  without  rudder  or  compass.     It 
moves  with  doubt,  with  difficulty,  with  perplexity,  and  its 
labors  as  w-ell  as  those  of  the  bar  are  immeasurably  increased. 
It  was  in  the  recognition  of  this  fact  that  I  saw,  when  a  few 
years  ago  I  came  to  practice  at  this  bar,  the  opportunity  to 
pay,  as  far  as  I  could  ever  expect  to  pay  it,  an  instalment  of 
that  debt  which  it  is  said  every  lawyer  owes  to  his  profession. 
The  first  volume  of  these  reports  is  the  result ;  but  lest  anyone 
may  give  the  writer  more  than  his  due,  let  me  say  that  but 
for  the  liberality  of  the  publishers  of  the  Washington  Law 
Reporter  in  furnishing  me  at  their  expense  with  a  short- 
hand writer,  and  also  but  for  the  encouragement  and  assist- 
ance aftbrded  me  in  many  ways  by  the  justices  of  the  court, 
especially  in  revising  the  stenographic  notes  of  such  of  their 
opinions  as  were  delivered  orally,  the  preparation  of  these 
reports  would  have  been  an  impossibility.     I  am  also  largely 
indebted  for  aid  in  various  ways  to  many  of  my  brethren  of 
the  bar.     Many  difficulties  had  at  first  to  be  overcome  in 
obtaining  the  longer  oral  opinions  which  were  sometimes 
upon  most   important  questions  of  law.     Failures  in  some 
instances  could  not  at  first  be  avoided,  but  I  may  safely 
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say  that  the  second  volume  of  these  reports,  the  material 
for  which  I  have  now  almost  ready,  will  contain  a  report  of 
every  important  case  decided  by  the  court  during  the  period 
covered  by  that  volume. 

With  one  or  two  exceptions,  which  were  unavoidable,  the 
cases  here  reported  are  given  in  the  order  of  their  dates. 
Such  of  the  opinions  as  were  not  delivered  in  writing  are 
from  carefully  revised  stenographic  notes.  Ilence  their 
accuracy  may  be  relied  on.  In  conclusion  I  wish  to  say  that 
the  work  I  have  undertaken  has  no  pecuniary  reward,  while 
the  time  which  I  am  compelled  to  devote  to  it  is  often 
more  than  I  can  conveniently  spare  from  other  duties.  The 
labor  it  involves  I  do  not  count,  for  it  is  one  of  love,  and 
doubly  so  if,  as  I  hope,  it  is  appreciated. 

Franklin  H.  Magkey. 

Washington,  April  16, 1883. 
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REPORTS  OF  CASES 

DECIDED    IN 

THE  SUPREME  COURT 

OF  THE 

DISTRICT    OF    COLUMBIA. 


Harmon  bt  al.  vs.  Garland. 

At  Law.    No.  20,318. 


5  Decided  Jane  14, 1880. 

^  Justices  Wtlie.  Mac  Arthur  and  Hagrbr  sitting 

1.  Under  the  Married  Woman's  Act  ol  1869,  R.  S.  D.  C,  a  married 
woman  owning  a  separate  estate  may  contract  to  repair  her  house,  or 
to  have  anything  done  to  it  that  will  put  it  into  a  condition  to  make 
it  rentable. 

2.  Defendant,  a  married  woman,  owned  a  house  as  her  separate  estate. 
Plaintiffs  sold  and  delivered  furniture  to  her  upon  her  promise  to  pay 
for  same  out  of  said  estate.  The  defendant  bought  and  used  the 
furniture  for  the  purpose  of  furnishing  the  house. 

Beld^  That  this  was  a  contract  having  relation  to  her  separate  estate. 

Motion  in  General  Term  for  judgment  on  a  special  verdict 

The  plaintiftsy  furniture  dealers,  sued  the  defendant,  a 
married  woman,  to  recover  the  price  of  furniture  used  in 
furnishing  a  house  forming  part  of  her  separate  estate.  At 
the  trial,  the  jury  rendered  the  following  special  verdict : 

"  We,  the  jmy,  find  that  the  furniture,  the  price  of  which 
is  sued  for  in  this  action,  was  sold  and  delivered  by  the 
plaintiffs  to  the  defendant,  upon  her  representation  that  she 
was  the  owner  of  property  in  her  own  right,  and  that  she 
would  pay  for  said  furniture  out  of  her  said  separate  estate. 
We  further  find  that  said  funiiture  was  bought  and  used  by 
the  defendant  for  furnishing  a  house  forming  a  part  of  her 
separate  estate,  which  house  so  furnished,  said  defendant 
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thereafter  rented.  We  further  find  that  said  defendant,  at 
the  time  of  making  said  contract,  was  a  married  woman  ; 
and  being  ignorant  in  point  of  law  what  our  verdict  should 
be  upon  the  above  facts,  we  lind  for  the  plaintiffs  for  the 
amount  claimed,  $V,834.38,*with  intierest;  fvoin  the  fii'st  day 
of  March,  1878,  if  the  court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  upon 
said  facts  the  plaintifts  are  entitled  to  recover  in  point  of 
law.;  nodjif  the  court  fhalL  be  pf, opinion  that  the  pljii^ptitts 
are  "not  entitled  to  recover  upon  sAid 'facias 'in  point  ifMaM', 
then  we  find  for  the  defendant." 

J.  J.^DfRf.ijsrfltTO^  fpr  pl^intijff:         ,     » «    M     "  <  * 

The  "  Married  Woman's  Acts  "  have  been  liberally  con- 
strued in  a  majority  of  the  States.  This  court  having,  how- 
ever, in  Rich  vs.  Hyatt,  Wash.  Law  Hepi^  Vol.  7,  No.  13, 
indicated  its  disposition  to  adhere  to  the  "  strict  construc- 
tion "  school,  the  authorities  cited  will  be  confined  to  the 
decisions  of  the  courts  of  those  States,  in  which  these 
j8tatut.es  have  hoexi,  most  strictly  construed,  viz.:  Neto  ffampr 
shire:  Bailey  vs.  Pearson,  29  N.  H.,  77  ;  Ames  vs.  Foster,  42 
N.  il.,  881;  Muzzey  i;5.  Reardon,  67  N.  IT.,  378;  Elinois  : 
Carpenter  vs.  Mitchell,  50  HI.,  470  ;  Williams  vs.  Hugtiinri, 
69  III.,  214  -y  \New  York:  Yale  vs.  Dederer,  18  N.  Y.,  265  ; 
S.  0.  22  N.  Y.,  450. 

The  language  of  the  New  Hampshire  act  is  as  follows : 
"  MarrieSi  wom^n,  in  the  cases  aforesaid,  shall  *  *  *'  be 
liable  to  be  sued  at  law  and  in  equity  upon  any  contract  by 
thefm  made,  or  any  wrong  by  them  done,  in  respect  to  such 
plx)perty  ♦  *  f  in  the  same  manner  and  with  the  eame 
eflfect  as  if  they  were  am  married." 

•  In  the  case,  of  Batchelder  vs.  Sargent,  47  N.  H.,  a  case 
strikingly  analogous  to  the  present,  the  court  said  :  "  The 
p6wer  to  hold  property  to  the  wife's  sole  and  separate  use, 
necessarily  implies  a  power  to  hold  whatever  is  essential  to 
make  that  use  beneficial ;  such  as  farming  tools,  stock,  and 
the  like;  and  as  incident  to  holding  such  tools  and  stodi, 
must  be  the  right  to  purchase  them,  and  pledge  her  credit 
for  the  price.     *     •     *     The  wife  has  used  her  credit  to 
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stock  her  fann,ond  uUe  enjoys  .the  bpnefit^  of  it;  and,  a 
decisiou.whicbi  would  discharge  her,  from  the  obligation  to 
pay  for.  it^  would  i)at  oi^ly  he  painfully,  uujust  and  prodivctiv^ 
of  muah;Hiiachi^f  in  that.4>J'<^<itiQn,  hut  would,  we  are  pej?-, 
snaded^he  inconei^tent.  with  the  .policy  of  our  legislation^ 
which  is.  to.  place  the,  wife  in  respect  to  such  pfpperty  upon 
the  ffooting  of  a  feme  sole.^^ 

This  case  is  citedyfi^t,  because  it  is  the  decision  of  a  cpurtj 
than  which  noyoa  has  been  ^  ipore  ^^jtrict- constructionist  of 
the  class  of  legislation  in  question ;  secondly,  because  it  is 
tlie  decision  of  a  court'  whose  Vi6ws  in  Attieb  vi.  Fc«ter  \^ere 
adopted  and  apparently  most  relied  upon  by  thife  court  ill 
Rich  «s.  Hys^tt .;  and,  tbird\y,ib.€;ciaue^  thp,ca^  it^lf  i  caijpot 
be  distinguished  in  principle,  in  a  single  particular,  from  the 
iasea£'bar;";\   ^  ' '    ' 

'^iroin  iUe  authorities  of  the  Statfes  aboVief  tnentioned,  the 
foflowinff '  inay  be" 'stated  'te  coi!itracts'  "ih  relation  to  the 
separate  estates  *6f  niaiWled  wbinien"'  in  the  sfense  of  the 
Married  W6mail^s  Acts/and  which  \Vhen  made  are  binding 
nij(in;itiem;y4z.:    '     '    '  •      "   '       ''      .  ' 

'  1.  Cpniralcts  conh^ct^d  with  arid  grotiring  out  of  tiet  prt)p- 
ertf^bi  n^cefesary'tbits'tifee  and  enjoym6"nt ;  ite  cattle  to  stock 
of  labor  to  chltWate  her  farm.  'Bailey  t?5.  Pearson,  29  N.  H.', 
7Y';  iBatcheliier  vsl  Sar^^ht,  416  TfT.  H.,  262  ;  ■  SeiB=  06uw^  v^. 
Smiili',  laivl8:,14T5  Ames  vl  t'oster,  8  All6n,  545 ;  Mu2zey 
vs.  Reardon,  SV  N*.  tt.,  878  ;  Oarpentef 't?5.  Mitchell,  50  HI.', 
iib ;'  Cciokson  vs.  Toole,  59  HI.,  515  ;  Owen  ts.  Cawley,  36 
KY.,600.  • 

2.  Contracts  for  the  benefit  of  the  separate  estate,  or  for 
the  wife's  benefit  upon  its  credit;  ad  for  money  to  pay 
interest  upon  an  encumbrance,  or  board  for  wife  arid  h6r 
husband  upon  her  promise  to  pay  out  of  her  separate  estate. 
Tal^  vs.  Dederer,  18  N.  Y.,  266  ;  Owen  i;5.  Cawley,  36  M.  Y., 
^00 ;  klaxon  vs.  Scott,  55  N.  Y.,  247  ;  Hammond  vs.  Corbett, 
5  IS.  Bt:,  311  i  Will'iatns  vs.  Hugunnin,  69  HI.,  214  ;  Manhat- 
tan B.  &  M.  Co.  vs:-  'tfhompson,  58  K  Y.,  80 ;  White  vs. 
McKett;  33  K.  Y.;  S76. 

3.  Cbiitracts  niade  witli  intention  to  bind  the  separate 
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estate,  or  by  both  parties,  upon  its  credit.  White  vs.  McNett, 
33  N.  Y.,  376  ;  Hammond  vs.  Corbett,  51  N.  H.,  311 ;  Com. 
Ex.  Ins.  Co.  vs.  Babcock,  48  N.  Y.,  613  ;  Carpenter  vs. 
O'Dougherty,  50  N.  Y.,  660 ;  Manhattan  B.  &  M.  Co.  vs. 
Thompson,  58  N.  Y.,  80  ;  McVey  vs.  Cantrell,  70  N.  Y.,  295. 
Rich  vs.  Hyatt  decides  nothing  either  for  or  against  the 
plaintiffs  in  this  action  ;  its  reasoning  is  conclusive  in  their 
favor.  The  doctrine  of  courts  of  equity  upon  this  subject 
will  be  found  in  Willard  vs.  Eastham,  15  Gray,  828. 

Haoner  &  Maddox  argued  the  case  for  the  defendant,  but 
filed  no  brief. 

Mr.  Justice  Wylie  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

Our  married  woman's  act  of  1869  declares  that  a  married 
woman  may  contract  as  a  feme  sole  in  regard  to  any  matter 
relating  to  her  separate  estate,  and  the  question  in  this  case 
is  whether  the  purchase  by  a  married  woman  of  furniture 
for  a  house  forming  her  separate  estate  is  such  a  contract  as 
relates  to  that  estate.  We  think  that  it  is.  A  woman  who 
owns  a  farm,  if  she  lives  on  it  herself,  may  stock  it.  If  she 
finds  that  she  can  rent  it  to  better  advantage  by  stocking  it 
than  by  renting  it  without  the  stock,  we  think  it  is  such  an 
incident  to  the  farm  as  would  enable  her  to  buy  stock  for 
that  purpose.  Under  a  similar  statute  in  New  Hampshire, 
just  such  a  case  has  been  cited  by  the  plaintifl^*. 

The  house  in  question  was  in  this  city  and  was  the  property 
of  the  defendant,  a  married  woman.  It  was  of  no  use  to  the 
owner  unless  occupied  or  rented.  Now  a  married  woman 
may  contract  to  repair  her  house  or  to  do  anything  that  will 
put  it  in  a  condition  to  make  it  rentable.  We  think  it  is  a  fair 
inference  from  the  verdict  in  this  case  that  the  defendant, 
in  order  to  rent  the  house  to  advantage,  had  to  furnish  it. 
Now  to  allow  a  woman  owning  property  of  this  description 
to  go  to  a  furniture  establishment  or  to  a  merchant  and 
represent  that  she  is  the  owner  of  a  house  and  wants  to 
furnish  it  so  that  she  may  rent  it,  and  then  permit  her  to 
come  into  court  and  say  that  she  had  no  power  to  make  such 
a  purchase,  would  be  allowing  her  to  commit  a  fraud  upoii 
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the  parties  who  trusted  her,  and  would  be  a  construction  ot 
the  law  that  we  ought  not  to  give  to  it.  Although  the 
parchase  of  furniture  may  not  strictly  be  said  to  be  a 
contract  relating  to  her  separate  estate,  it  would  be  a  very 
narrow  construction  to  allow  the  woman  to  defraud  her 
creditors  by  keeping  the  furniture  ;  for  to  turn  the  creditors 
over  to  the  husband^  who  would  probably  set  up  the  defense 
that  he  was  not  bound,  would  be  to  deprive  them  of  a  remedy 
anywhere. 

We,  therefore,  direct  that  a  judgment  for  the  amount 
found  to  be  due  the  plaintiff  on  the  special  verdict  be 
entered. 


Margaret  P.  Brooke  vs.  Theodore  Barnes  et  al. 

In  Equity.    No.  6513. 

5  Decided  Jane  14, 1880. 

i  JoBtlcea  WYUtt,  Haonkk  and  James  sitting. 

I.  A  husband  can  only  act  in  respect  of  the  wile^s  separate  estate  as  her 
asent,  and  be  can  bind  her  only  to  the  extent  of  the  authority  she  gives 
him,  or  which  she  by  her  acts  ^ves  him  the  appearance  of  having. 

3.  The  fact  that  a  wife  had  previously  given  her  husband  authority  to 
act  for  her  in  two  or  three  transactions,  is  no  around  for  inference 
that  she  has  therefore  given  him  authority  to  do  whatever  is  to  be 
done  in  another  transaction  of  an  altogether  different  character. 

3.  When  the  husband  undertalces  to  act  as  agent  of  the  wife,  he  who 
deals  with  him  as  such  must  inquire  into  the  extent  of  his  authority. 
The  mere  assertion  of  the  agent  as  to  his  powers,  is  not  sufficient  to 
bind  the  principal. 

4.  A  husband  beinff  indebted  to  B,  gave  him  in  satisfaction  thereof  an 
order,  signed  by  nimself  and  wife,  upon  a  fund  belonging  to  the  sepa- 
rate estate  of  the  wife.  The  wife  had  signed  and  given  tlie  order  to 
her  husband  for  another  purpose ;  but  the  husband  represented  to  B 
that  he  had  authority  to  use  it  in  payment  of  this  indebtedness.  On 
a  bUl  In  equity  filed  by  the  wife,  the  court  compelled  B  to  refund  the 
money. 

BTAtBMENT   OF  THE   CAS£. 

Appeal  from  Decree  in  Special  Term. 

Clement  II.  Brooke,  husband  of  the  complainant,  was  the 
owner  of  a  house  and  lot  in  Washington,  D,  C,  upon  which 
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thcw.  weire  two  deeds  of  triigrt;^  the  eeconrd:  bein|5c  to-securear 
fH?omiB8ory  bote  held  by  a  Mi-Si  Stewart,  The*  defendaut^ 
Theodore  Barned,  also  held  a  promissory  -note  (unsecured), 
of  Brooke,  endorsed  by  Edward  firookey  brother  .of  CSement. 
The  Stewart  note  atid  the  Barnes  note  were  about  equal,  in 
amount.  The  trustees  of  the  8tewaa*t  trust  \yere  threatening 
foreclosure,  and  at  the  same  tiime  the*  Bai^nesi  note  was  about 
td  mature.  Under  these<  circuiiDstances  Brooke^  being  .withi 
out  means  of  his  own  to  meet  his  liabilities,  proposed  to 
Barnes  that  if  he  (Barnes)  would^take  up  and  boldtthe.  uote 
secured  by  the  Stewart  trustjhe,- Brooke^  would  give  himan 
order  signed  by  himself  and  wife  upon  their  attorney^  Mr, 
William  J.  Miller,  to  pay  the  Barnes  note  out  of  the  pro- 
ceeds of  a  judgment,  held  by  Mi's.  Brooke  in  her  separate 
right  as  distributee  of  her  brother's  estate,  and  which  had 
been  placed  in  Miller's  hands  for  collection.  Barnes  made 
inquiry,  and  having  found  that  Brooke  had  on  several  pre- 
vious jocqasions,  >yith,  tb.Q  consent  of  |iis.wjfe,,represent^^  her 
in  transactions  with  other  parties  respecting  her  separate 
estate,  and  that  she  had  previously  paid  off  one  or  two  of 
her  husband's  debtSy  consented  tb.the  arrangement.  Accord- 
ingly an  order  was  given  him  segued  by  Brooke  .an<i..w;ife, 
atid  acc^i^ted  by  thei^  attot"n6y,  Mr.  Millfer;  Barnes  then 
took  up  the  Stewart  note-  and  stopped  ti^e  tlireatened  sale. 
This  was  in  May,  1877.  ,Jii  August,  1878,  Bropke  being 
insolvent,  his  property,  subject  to  the  two  trusts  above  men- 
tioned, was  sold  under  a  creditor's  bill.  The  h6u^6.  having 
brought  enough  to  pay  oft*  both  trusts,  Barnes  demanded' of 
the  trustees  payment  of  the  Stewart  note*  Whereupon. qbnir 
plainant  filed  this  bill  to  enjoin  Barnes  from  receiving  same, 
except  upon  terms  of  refunding  to  her  the  money  already 
paid  him  qnder  the  order  signed  by  herself  and  husband,  or 
giving  credit  for  same  upon  the  Stewart  note,  and  turning 
the  same  over  to  her  when  paid.  Complainant  alleging 
that  when  she  signed  the  order  her  husband  represented  to 
her  that  such  was  the  undefrstai^diug  with  Barnes. 

The  defendant  Barnes,  in  his  answer^  set  iipithat  Brooke 
was  agent  for  complainant,  and  that  d^^endant  dealt  with 
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hiffiasench,  and  if  he  deceived, bis  principal  it  wae  withoat 
the  knowledge  of  defendant,  who  dealing  with  him  in  good 
faith-onght  not  now  tobe  made  to  saft'er  ;  that,  oomplainant, 
as  prinbipa],  received  M  the  beivefit  of  the  contraet,  and  that 
the  husbilnd-s  statement^  even  if  her  allegations  were  true, 
wefemade  to^  carry  out  her  wisbee^  and  she  is  bound  by  them. 
That^  most  it  Is  a  question  between  two  equally  innocent 
parties,  alid  that  equity  in  such  a  case,  would  refuse  to  inter- 
fere, bat  leave  the  parties  to  their  legal  status. 

Tesbimonyi  was  taken,  and  upon  the  hearing  at  Special 
Tetm  the '00urt>dismie8ed 'the  bill. 

J.  J.  Darlington  and  Irwin  B.  Linton  for  complainant. : 

1.  lV><a  contract  there  arjB] four  requisites  :  {a)  An  agree- 
m^t  {a^iregatwmeHtitim)'y  (b)  A  consideration  ;  {c)  Cap- 
able parties  ;  and.  {d)  Son^  particular  thing  to  be  done. 
All  four  of  these  are  wanting  in  the  ease  at  bar  y  for — 

(a)  There  never  was  any  ag]*eement.  The  complainant 
consented  to  one  thing,  the  defendant  to  a  wholly  different 
thingi  :  1  Pawons  Cont.,  476  ;  Green  vs.  Batemswi,  1  Wood 
ft  My,  369. 

'  {ty  No  consideration^  The  enjoyment  of  their  home  for 
the  year*  tnterveningi  bet  ween  the  transaction  in  question 
andisale  of  the  property  under  the  creditor's  bill  was  not  a 
consideration.  See  Nat.  Bank  New  Eng.  m.  Smith,  48 
Conn.,  327. 

((?)  Incapacity  of  one  of  ttie  parties  A  contract  that  a 
married  Woman-shall  pay  one  of  her  husband's  debs,  on  con- 
dition that*  the  oreditof  shall  purchase  and  extend  another  of 
tbe'hasband's  debts,  is  not  a '^contract  in  a  matter  having 
r^ation  to^her'Sole  and  separate  estate."  On  theother  hand, 
tbe'ksonlract  contemplated  by  the  complainant  was  one 
^Iri^tly  withitt  her  capacity  to  make.  Rich  vs,  Hyatt,  Wash. 
Law  Rep.,  Vol.  7,  No.  18.  It  was  an  investment  of  her 
separate  estate  ipi  other  property. 

(tf)  The^absenee  of  <thie  fourth  requisite  necessarily  results 
fnom*  the  absence  •  of  the  first.  The  minds  of  the  parties 
eontetni^ated  jwhoily  different  things  as  the  subject-matter 
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of  the  contriict ;  and  consequently  there  was  no  "agreement 
to  do  or  not  to  do  a  particular  thing." 

2.  As  complainant  was  not  competent  to  make  a  contract, 
it  follows  that  she  could  not  make  it  by  an  agent.  But  w^as 
her  husband  her  agent,  either  general  or  special  ?  The  theory 
of  a  "  general  agency  "  upon  the  part  of  the  husband  enabling 
him  to  bind  the  separate  estate  of  the  wife  by  his  contracts, 
is  inconceivable  as  a  proposition  of  law.  As  to  the  alleged 
special  agency  of  the  husband  for  the  wife  in  this  transaction, 
it  is  clear  that  he  was  in  no  sense  and  in  no  particular  the 
agent  of  the  wife,  in  which  he  was  not  equally  the  agent  of 
Barnes.  See  C^nt.  Bank  Frederickburg,  vs.  Copeland,  18 
Md.,  305. 

3.  Complainant  was  not  estopped  to  deny  the  contract  as 
understood  by  Barnes.  Parties  not  sui  generis  cannot  effect 
by  estoppel  what  they  cannot  eftect  by  contract.  Lowell  vs. 
Daniels,  2  Gray,  161 ;  2  Smith's  Lead.  Cas.,  758-5. 

4.  Barnes  has  not  been  damnified : 

(a)  He  has  lost  nothing  on  the  Stewart  note,  the  property 
on  which  it  was  secured  has  been  sold,  and  the  fund  is  now 
in  court  amply  sufficient  to  pay  both  principal  and  interest. 

(6)  He  has  lost  nothing  on  the  unsecured  note  which  he 
already  held,  because  that  note  was  then  uncollectable.  The 
testimony  shows  both  the  maker  and  the  endoreer  to  have 
been  insolvent. 

Henry  Wise  Garnett  for  defendant : 

1.  If  it  be  true  that  complainant  was  deceived,  she  has 
been  benefited  by  the  deceit ;  the  sale  of  her  home  was  pre- 
vented. Where  equities  are  equal  the  court  will  not  inter- 
fere,  but  here  defendant  by  his  act  benefited  complainant ; 
he  has,  therefore,  the  stronger  equity,  and  the  court  will  not 
interfere,  even  if  complainant  and  defendant  were  both 
deceived. 

2.  Complainant  cannot  ask  a  court  of  equity  to  set  aside 
this  order  unless  defendant  can  be  put  in  as  good  a  position 
as  he  was  at  the  time  the  order  was  given  ;  at  that  time  he 
could  and  would  have  gotten  his  debt  from  the  endorser, 
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aud  probably  something  from  the  maker,  both  of  wFiom  are 
uow  hopelessly  insolvent. 

3.  Clement  H.  Brooke  was  agent  of  his  wife  on  this  occa- 
sion. ^  Where  one  of  two  peijons  must  suffer  by  the  act  of 
a  third  person^  he  who  held  that  person  out  as  worthy  of 
trust  and  confidence,  and  having  authority  in  that  matter 
shall  be  bound  by  it."    Story  on  Agency,  §127,  n.  2. 

4.  The  representations  of  an  agent  are,  in  law,  the  repre- 
sentations of  the  principal ;  and  where  a  married  woman  is 
at  full  liberty  to  appoint  an  agent  she  comes  under  the  opera- 
tion of  this  rule  so  as  to  be  liable  for  damages  by  the  fraudu- 
lent representations  of  the  husband.  Vanneman  vs.  Powers, 
7  Lans.,  185  3  Evans  on  Prin.  and  Agent,  465. 

5.  He  was  acting  for  her  advantage  as  well  as  his  own,  the 
object  being  to  prevent  the  sale  of  their  home.  Any  false 
representations  he  may  have  made,  were  made  to  caiTy  out 
their  joint  plans.  The  rule  is  that  the  principal  is  chargeable 
with  agent's  fraudulent  representations  when  representations 
are  in  furtherance  of  the  principal's  plans.  Wharton  Prin. 
and  Agent,  §§164, 167, 171,  and  cases  cited. 

6.  As  between  the  principal  and  third  parties,  the  true 
limit  of  the  agent's  authority  to  bind  the  former  is  the 
apparent  authority  with  which  the  agent  is  invested,  but  as 
between  the  principal  and  agent  the  true  limit  is  the  express 
authority.  Evans  on  Prin.  and  Agent,  452.  The  complain- 
ant allowing  her  husband  to  so  conduct  himself  about  her 
separate  estate,  and  receive  money,  make  contracts,  etc.,  as 
to  induce  the  general  belief  of  his  agency,  she  is  bound 
thereby.  "Where  married  women  clothe  another  with 
apparent  authority  to  act  for  and  bind  them,  the  apparent' 
most  be  taken  for  the  real  authority,  and  they  are  estopped 
from  disputing  it,  so  far  as  others  have  been  induced  to  act 
upon  the  faith  of  it;    Bodine  vs.  Killeen,  58  N.  Y.,  93. 

7.  Complainant  received  the  benefit  of  the  transaction,  as 
she  retained  her  home  for  fifteen  nionths  by  means  of  the 
action  of  her  husband.  "Principal  is  liable  for  agent's 
deceit  of  which  principal  takes  advantage."  Wharton  on 
Prin.  and  Agent,  §478. 


A 


totini'*  the  Cll^e,  delivered  the 
Mr    .Iu.ti.:c  James,  alter  ^tatIn.- 

0T.ii.K...  ..f  the  court : 

tflkes  the  jK)!«itioii  that  the  com- 

The  defendant  ^f"J^**jj^^  husband  to  act  as  her  agent. 

plainant  had  authonzed  ^^^^^^^^^^5^,^  ^^.,^^tl^^.^^j^^lj^^g^j-,gy^^ 

This  proposition  ^^^J^^^^^  having  that  authority, 
had  been  held  out  b\  |^  enough.  Her  hu.^band  could 
The  principle  '* /^j.  ^nt,  and  he  could  bind  her  only 
claim  toactonlyai'^^^  ^^^^jj^„-^y  ^o  ^^^^^^  ^^^  arrangement 
in  case  he  had  a<^  "  ^^  gravQ  to  him  the  appearance  of 
^•ith  Barnes  or  m 
having  that  anto«'  ^^  ^y  j^  ^j^^  l^^^j.^  .^1^^^^^  ^1^^  ^^^^  ^f 

j^  jjood  deal  n       i^-hich  was  actually  given.     Sometime?; 

authority  t^^^"  turns  upon  the  question  wliether  the  person 

u  is  sai^'  ^'*** '  nt.    That  is  only  one  of  the  tests.    Tlie  true 

was  a |ren<?'*'^j},e  principal  given  the  agent  the  appear- 

te#t  i^thi**'.     *j,c  authority  ?     When  a  principal  employs 

anco  o(  ^^^ XfieTnl  agent  for  the  transaction  of  all  business, 

an  agent  ^  *^  j.j,e  api>eai*ance  of  having  tlie  |x>\ver  to  do 

heg'*''^  ^f  .  proper  to  do  in  the  business  in  hand.     80  if  a 

(rbate^*^      pJqjs  an  attorney  at  law  in  a  special  matter, 

nri»*^'i**    -  g  attorney  is  not  hi.«^  general  agent,  he  is  held 

gltboi*?**        x|y,^  authority  which  an  attorney  is  understood 

^t^ha   ^^  ^^^^  particular  matter.     Again,  if  the  prin- 

to  P^'^^iovs  a  commercial   factor,   he   hulds  him  out  as 

cipa'      nch  authority  as  a  factor  has  b\-  his  calling.     Or, 

ba**'"^    l^yg  what  is  called  a  livery-.stable  agent  to  sell  a 

if  ^^  •  ^  holds  him  out  as  having  power  to  warrant   the 

'*^'rrion  of  the  animal.      But  if  he  should  employ  a  casual 

^  -  it  is  othenvise.     That  is  siniplv  becau.se  the  character 

'the  person  holds  out   that   lie  has  the  powers  of  that 

«i»cter.    The  question,  then,  is  whether  there  is  anything 

7\^a  circnmstances,  or  in   the   character  of    the   agent 

*hicb  holds  out  the  agent  as  having  a  certain  amount  of 

^rity?     If  there  is,  the  principal  must  stand  by  what 

iLtf>ent  does. 

j|iB  eaid  that  the  principal  is  liable  for  the  frauds  ami 
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misrepresentations  of  the  agent.  That  is  where  he  actually 
employs  the  agent  to  do  a  certain  thing.  Then,  if  the  agent 
commits  a  fraud  in  that  which  he  is  authorized  to  do,  the 
principal  is  bound  by  it.  But  if  the  fraud  consists  in  the 
agent's  pretending  to  have  the  authority  for  that  which 
he  does,  the  principal  is  not  afiected. 

Now,  the  only  evidence  given  us  of  Mrs.  Brooke  having 
employed  her  husband  as  her  agent  with  this  amount  of 
aathority  was,  that  she  had  authorized  him  to  act  in  some 
of  her  matters  before,  chiefly,  it  would  seem,  to  collect  any 
moneys  due  her,  and  in  one  instance,  perhaps  in  two,  to 
apply  it  in  payment  of  his  debts.     But  she  had  not  so 
employed  him  as  to  hold  him  out  as  having  the  position  of 
her  general  agent  to  do  for  her  whatsoever  need  be  done  in 
her  matters.     It  was  not  to  be  inferred  from  one,  two,  or 
three  transactions  of  a  diiferent  character  altogether,  that 
she  gave  him  power  to  do  whatever  was  seen  fit  to  be  done 
in  this  matter.    In  fact,  one  of  the  arguments  on  these  pre- 
vious transactions  seems  really  to  present  this  case  to  us ;  that 
because  he  had  used  up  a  good  deal  of  her  estate  heretofore, 
therefore,  she  authorized  him  to  keep  on  doing  so.  We  are  by 
no  means  inclined  to  make  such  a  broad  inference.     She  did 
not  hold  him  out  as  having  this  authority.    It  was  a  special 
case  of  agency,  the  bounds  of  which  are  not  to  be  judged  of 
by  Barnes  by  what  had  been  done  before  ;  or,  if  he  were  to 
so  judge  of  them,  he  was  bound  to  see  that  they  indicated 
no  authority  to  make  this  particular  bargain.    It  was  Mr. 
Barnes'  duty  to  inquire  into  the  extent  of  Brooke's  au- 
thority ;  and  if  he  had  gone  to  the  principal — certainly  he 
had  no  right  to  take  the  agent's  assertion — he  would  have 
learned  what  the  contract  was. 

The  decree  of  the  court,  therefore,  is  that  he  surrender 
this  order  and  return  the  money.  This  reverses  the  decree 
below,  and  the  court  under  its  power  to  modify  the  decree 
disposes  of  the  case  here. 


12  Smith  r.  Kenney. 


William  R.  Smith  et  al.  vs.  John  H.  Kenney  et  al. 

In  Equity.    No.  6953. 

5  Decided  December  tM),  1880. 

i  The  Chief  Justice  and  Justice  Wtlie  aitting. 

1.  A  duly  recorded  deed  of  trust  upon  merchandise  contained  a  clause 
permitting  tlie  grantor  ^'  to  retain  possession  of  and  use  the  said  goods/^ 
(fee. 

ffeld^  That  if  this  language  were  to  be  interpreted  as  permitting  the 
grantor  to  continue  the  business  of  selling  and  disposing  of  the  goods, 
it  would,  as  to  creditors,  be  a  serious  objection  to  the  validity  of  the 
deed ;  but  construed  with  the  clause  giving  the  trustee  the  power  to 
take  immediate  possession  if  the  grantor  were  found  removing  them, 
it  is  to  be  taken  as  merely  meaning  that  the  grantor  is  to  take  cai*c  of 
and  use  the  property  subject  to  the  rights  of  the  trustee. 

2.  The  same  deed  purported  to  secure  a  bona  fide  debt  evidenced  by  four 
promissory  notes ;  the  last  note  represented  no  actual  indebtedness 
on  the  part  of  the  maker,  but  was  given  with  the  private  understand- 
that  if,  in  case  of  foreclosure,  the  property  realized  the  face  of  the 
four  notes,  then  the  amount  represented  by  this  last  note  was  to  be 
repaid  the  maker. 

I/eld^  That  this  was  a  secret  contrivance  which  rendered  the  deed  void 
as  to  creditors. 

3.  Where  a  deed  is  void  in  part,  as  an  evasion  of  the  statute  of  frauds, 
it  is  void  in  the  whole ;  it  cannot  be  held  good  for  a  part  and  void  as 
to  the  remainder. 

STATEMENT  OF  THE  CASE. 

Appeal  from  Decree  in  Special  Term. 

The  defendant,  Kenny,  being  indebted  to  Aitken,  Son  & 
Co.,  of  New  York,  in  the  sum  of  $797.80,  for  which  they 
held  his  three  promissory  notes,  agreed  to  secure  them  by  a 
deed  of  trust,  upon  all  the  merchandise  and  other  chattels 
in  his  store,  being  all  the  property  of  every  kind  that  he 
possessed. 

The  deed,  which  was  duly  recorded,  was  an  ordinary  chattel 
trust,  permitting  the  grantor  "to  retain  possession  of  and 
use"  the  chattels  mentioned  until  default  made,  and  pur- 
ported to  be  a  conveyance  to  E.  H.  Munger,  trustee,  to 
secure  a  bona  fide  indebtedness  to  Aitken,  Son  &  Co.,  said 
indebtedness  being  evidenced  by  the  three  notes  above 
mentioned,  and  a  fourth  for  $400,  of  even  date  with  the 
deed  (July  24, 1879),  and  payable  in  four  months  afterdate. 
This  last  note  represented  no  actual  indebtedness  on  the  part 
of  Kenny  to  A.,  S.  &  Co.,  but  was  given  with  the  private 
understanding^  that  if,  in  case  of  sale  under  the  trust,  the 
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pro|>erty  realized  the  aniount  of  the  four  notes,  Kenny  was 
to  be  repaid  the  $400. 

On  the  2d  of  September,  1879,  none  of  the  notes  having 
been  paid,  the  trnstee  took  possession  of  the  store  and  con- 
tents. Two  days  afterward,  the  complainant  having  become 
a  judgment  creditor  of  Kenny's,  levied  on  the  property  in 
the  hands  of  the  trustee  as  the  property  of  Kenny,  and  then 
filed  this  bill  to  set  aside  the  trust  as  fraudulent  and  void  on 
the  grounds  alleged  in  the  bill. 

1.  Because  the  deed  upon  its  face  reserves  to  the  grantor 
the  possession  and  the  use  of  the  goods  and  chattels  pre- 
tended to  be  conveyed  ;  and — 

2.  Because  the  deed  of  trust  recites  a  consideration  which 
was  and  is  fictitious,  and  thereby  seeks  or  pretends  to  secure 
an  indebtedness  which  in  fact  had  no  existence.  The  bill 
prayed  au  injunction  and  a  receiver. 

Further  proceedings  were  had  and  on  the  final  hearing  at 
Special  Terra  the  court  passed  a  decree  setting  aside  the  deed 
and  declaring  it  null  and  void  as  to  the  creditors  of  Kenny. 

From  this  decree  an  appeal  was  taken  by  defendants. 

Bartram  Zevely,  for  complainant,  on  the  first  point  ch^d  : 

Twyne's  Case,  1  Smith's  L.  C,  1 ;  Edwards  vs.  Harben,  2 
T.  R.,  587  ;  Herm.  Chat.  Mortg.,  200  ;  Fry  vs.  Miller,  45  Penn., 
Wl:  Elliott  vs.  Robinson,  22  Wall.,  513  ;  Collins  vs.  Myers, 
16  Ohio,  587  ;  2  Bond,  264  ;  43  Wis.,  116  ;  28  N.  Y.,  860  ; 
34  Mo.,  482  :  76  111.,  479  ;  and  a  large  number  of  other  au- 
thorities. And  in  support  of  the  second  point,  North  vs. 
Belden,  13  Conn.,  876;  Hart  vs.  Chalker,  14  Conn.,  77; 
Russell  vs.  Winne,  37  N.  Y.,  591. 

F.  W.  Jones  and  Miller  &  Lewis' for  defendants : 

1.  In  this  jurisdiction  chattel  trusts  leaving  the  assignor 
in  possession  are  not  void  if  recorded  within  twenty  days. 
The  cases  cited  by  complainant  are  from  courts  in  jurisdic- 
tions where  chattel  trusts  are  not  permitted.  1  Wash.,  177; 
Bump  on  Fraudl.  Conv.,  191,  and  cases  cited  in  note  2 ;  11 
Gratt.,  348  ;  3  Cranch.,  73  ;  10  Leigh.,  186-197  ;  Wilson  vs. 
Knssell,  18  Md.,  404  ;  2  B.  &  A.,  498. 
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Possession  of  the  goods  had  been  delivered  to  Munger  on 
September  2, 1879,  before  any  judgment  against  Kenny  and 
before  the  validity  of  the  deed  had  been  questioned.  "If 
the  goods  are  delivered  to  the  mortgagee,  before  any  creditor 
questions  the  validity  of  the  mortgage,  the  transaction  will 
be  rendered  valid."  Bump  on  Fraudl.  Conv.,  166,  and  cases 
cited.  The  case  of  Reed  vs,  Wilson,  22  111.,  877,  is  especially 
in  point. 

Mr.  Justice  Wylie  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  is  a  controversy  growing  out  of  the  claim  of  a  judg- 
ment creditor  to  levy  execution  on  certain  goods  alleged  to 
be  covered  by  a  deed  of  trust.  A  judgment  was  obtained  by 
the  complainant  against  John  II.  Kenny,  who  had  previously 
executed  a  chattel  trust  to  one  Munger  to  secure  a  debt  which 
Kenny  owed  Aitken,  Son  &  Co.,  of  New  York.  The  deed 
professes  on  its  face  to  convey  in  trust  the  goods  in  Kenny's 
store  for  the  purpose  of  securing  certain  notes  held  by 
Aitken,  Son  &  Co.  It  is  made  a  point  that  by  the  terms  of 
the  deed  the  goods  were  to  be  left  in  the  store  for  the  use  of 
Kenn^'.   The  language  of  the  deed  on  this  subject  is  as  follows: 

"The  same  being  now  in  and  upon  those  premises,  house 
or  messuage,  known  as  915  Pennsylvania  avenue,  northwest, 
in  the  city  of  Washington,  District  of  Columbia,  to  have 
and  to  hold  the  said  goods  and  chattels  and  personal  property, 
unto  and  to  the  use  of  the  said  party  of  the  second  part,  his 
executoi's,  administrators  and  assigns,  in  and  upon  the  trusts 
and  for  the  uses  following :  In  trust  to  suiter  and  permit 
the  said  party  of  the  first  part  to  retain  possession  of  and 
use  the  said  goods  and  chattels  and  pei*sonal  property,  until 
the  same  shall  and  may  be  required,  as  hereinafter  provided." 

If  this  language  were  intended  to  permit  Kenny,  the  gran- 
tor, to  continue  the  business  of  selling  and  disposing  of  the 
goods  as  he  had  been  doing  heretofore,  it  would  be  a  serious 
objection  to  the  validity  of  the  deed  as  to  his  creditors. 
But  upon  the  whole  it  is  not  tiecessarily  interpreted  in  that 
way,  because  the  deed  elsewhere  provides  that  at  any  time 
thereafter  the  trustee  may  take  immediate  possession  of  the 
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said  goods  and  chattels  and  personal  property,  wheresoever 
the  same  may  be  found.     Now  if  the  goods,  or  any  part  of 
them,  were  to  be  sold,  then  the  trustee  would  have  no  power 
to  take  possession  of  the  same  goods  and  "  to  sell  the  same 
at  public  auction  upon  such  terms,  &c."     We  think  that  the 
word  "  use  "  was  probably  retained  in  the  printed  form  of 
the  deed,  and  that  nothing  was  really  intended  by  it,  further 
than  to  allow  the  grantor  to  remain  in  the  occupancy  of  the 
premises  and  take  care  of  and  use  the  property  subject  to  the 
rights  of  the  trustee,  because  the  trustee  had  the  power  to  fol- 
low the  goods  into  anybody's  hands.     And  ti  is  futher  provided 
that  in  case  Kenny  should  be  found  removing  them,  the 
trustee  has  power  to  take  immediate  possession.     This  pro- 
vision would  be  unsustained  with  the  interpretation  of  the 
word  "use"  in  the  way  it  has  been  interpreted  by  the  com- 
plainant.    But,  as  to  the  other  point  raised ;    it  turns  out 
that  the  sum  mentioned  in  the  deed  as  the  indebtedness 
of  Kenny  to  Aitken,  Son  &  Co.  was  much  larger  than  the 
sura  which   Kenny  really  owed.     Kenny's  indebtedness  to 
Aitken,  Son  &  Co.  was  only  $797 — but  a  note  was  given  on 
the  same  day  with  the  deed  of  trust  by  Kenny  to  Aitken, 
Son  k  Co.  for  $400.    Now,  Kenny  did  not  owe  them  any  such 
money ;   the  giving  of  the  note  was  brought  about  in  this 
way :  Kenny,  in  making  the  deed,  gave  a  full  conveyance  of 
everything  without  any  provision  in  regard  to  such  of  his 
property,  as  was  exempt  and  not  liable  to  execution  ;  Aitken, 
Son  &  Co.,  however,  agreed  that  if  Kenny  would  make  a  deed 
of  trust  to  cover  the  whole  property  they  would  repay  Kenny 
out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  trust,  and  it  was  in  consideration 
of  this  promise  that  he  gave  the  $400  note. 

Now,  this  was  an  arrangement  calculated  to  deceive  every- 
body. There  was  no  such  debt  due  by  Kenny.  The  law  was 
not  intended  to  put  it  in  the  power  of  a  failing  debtor  to  get 
up  an  arrangement  of  this  kind ;  to  give  a  deed  of  trust 
and  secure  from  the  creditor  $400  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the 
sale,  to  reimburse  him  for  the  relinquishment  of  his  exemption. 
The  whole  transaction  was  a  contrivance  which  the  court  can- 
not cotntenance.    It  is  a  secret  contrivance  calculated  to 
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lead  to  abases,  and  cannot  be  permitted  to  stand.  Nor  can  we 
hold  the  deed  good  for  a  part  and  void  as  to  the  remainder. 
The  rule  is  that  if  a  deed  be  void  in  part  as  an  evasion  of  the 
statute,  it  is  void  in  the  whole,  for  the  statute  is  no  nursing 
mother  for  fraud.  This  case,  in  our  view,  is  a  violation  of 
the  statute,  which  declares  void  all  contrivances,  deeds  and 
schemes  for  the  purpose  of  delaying  and  defeating  creditors, 
and,  therefore,  we  affirm  the  decision  of  the  court  below. 


Ramsey  vs.  Daniels  et  al. 
Equity.    No.  4165. 

5  Decided  December  8S,  1880. 

I  The  Chibf  Justice  and  Justice  Wtlib  sitting. 

1.  Where  the  first  of  a  series  of  three  notes,  payable  in  one,  two  and  three 
years,  and  secured  by  deed  of  trust,  had  become  overdue  and  was 
taken  up,  at  the  request  of  the  maker,  by  a  third  party,  who  became 
the  holder  thereof,  the  payee  delivering  it  uncancelled,  the  question 
whether  such  a  transaction  operated  as  a  satisfaction  and  extinguish- 
ment of  the  note,  so  as  to  disentitle  the  holder  thereof  to  any  share  in 
the  fund,  when,  afterwards,  through  default  in  pajrment  of  the  other 
two  notes,  the  property  is  sold  for  a  sum  less  than  the  incumbrance, 
is  one  depending  upon  the  intention  of  the  parties  at  the  time  of  the 
transaction ;  if  there  was  no  intention  to  consider  it  as  satisfied  and 
extinguished,  the  holder  will  be  entitled  to  share  pro  rata  in  the  fund 
realized. 

2.  A  ease  of  this  character  stated  in  which  the  court  held  there  was  no 
extinguishment. 

STATEMENT  OF  THE  CASE. 

Appeal  from  a  Decree  in  Special  Term. 

In  May,  1873,  the  defendant,  Joseph  Daniels,  executed  a 
deed  of  trust,  conveying  certain  real  estate  in  the  city  of 
Washington  in  trust  to  secure  the  payment  of  three  promissory 
notes,  each  for  the  sum  of  $4,000,  dated  May  29, 1873,  and 
payable  to  the  order  of  John  E.  Carter,  in  one,  two  and 
three  years,  respectively,  with  interest. 

In  February,  1875,  P.  M.  Ramsey,  a  judgment  creditor  of 
Daniels,  filed  this  bill  in  equity  for  the  purpose  of  subjecting 
to  the  lien  of  his  judgment  the  equitable  interest  of  Daniels 
in  the  above  property. 
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A  decree  for  sale  was  made  and  the  property  was  sold,  but 
realized  less  than  enough  to  satisfy  two  of  the  notes.  The 
cause  was  referred  to  an  auditor  to  report  priorities  and  the 
proper  distribution  of  the  fund.  The  following  facts  were 
edtablished  before  the  auditor : 

Upon  the  maturity  of  the  first  note,  Daniels,  being  unable 
to  pay  it,  applied  to  Seth  E.  Terry,  a  broker,  for  assistance. 
A  contract  was  accordingly  made  between  Daniels  and 
Terr}-,  whereby  the  latter  was  to  take  up  the  note  and  hold  it 
until  certain  claims,  which  Daniels  was  prosecuting  against 
the  United  States,  could  be  collected,  provided  that  if  said 
claims  should  not  be  paid  within  three  years,  then  Terry 
was  to  enforce  the  payment  of  the  note  by  a  sale  of  the 
property  under  the  Carter  deed  of  trust.  These  claims  were 
never  collected. 

In  pursuance  of  this  agreement  Terry  proceeded  to  take  up 
the  note,  but,  not  having  enough  money  himself,  he  applied 
to  one  C.  C.  Burr  and  made  an  arrangement  with  him, 
under  which  Terry  was  to  pay  one  thousand  dollars  and  the 
accrued  interest  on  the  note,  in  all  about  $1,400,  and  Burr 
to  furnish  the  remaining  §3,000.  The  latter  to  receive 
the  note  and  hold  it  as  security  for  the  amount  advanced 
by  him. 

Terry,  who  had  previous  interviews  on  the  subject  "with 
Carter,  then  went  to  Carter's  place  of  business,  paid  him  the 
accrued  interest  and  one  thousand  dollars,  and  told  him  that 
the  three  thousand  dollars  still  due  would  be  paid  through 
the  Second  National  Bank.     At  the  time  of  the  payment  by 
Terry  to  Carter,  though  the  latter  had  the  note  with  him, 
he  made  no  endorsement  upon  it  of  the  amount  paid  by 
Terry.    Subsequently  Carter  called  at  the  Second  National 
Bank  and  received  the  three  thousand  dollars,  which  amount 
had  been   paid  by  Burr,  to  whom  the  note  was  delivered 
endorsed  in  blank,  uncancelled,  and,  except  an  endorsement, 
'*  Interest  on  the  within  paid  to  September  29,  1874,"  with- 
out any  mark  or  writing  to  indicate  that  there  had  been  any 
payment  upon  it. 
3 


18  Ramsey  v.  Daniels. 

After  the  note  had  been  transferred  to  Burr  in  the  manner 
indicated,  Daniels,  who  had  furnished  none  of  the  money, 
nor  been  present  when  it  was  paid,  was  given,  by  Carter, 
a  written  acknowledgment  that  the  note  had  been  paid  by 
him,  Daniels.  Of  this  paper  neither  Burr  nor  Terry  had 
notice.  In  January,  1876,  Burr  died,  and  Martha  Jane  Burr 
was  appointed  and  qualified  as  administratrix.  In  February, 
1876,  Nathaniel  Carusi  purchased  from  Carter,  before  matu- 
rity, the  third  note  of  the  series.  Subsequently,  Carter 
assigned  to  Dorsey  E.  W.  W.  Carter  the  second  note,  which 
was  then  overdue. 

Burr's  administratrix,  though  not  made  a  party  to  the  bill 
.x)f  complaint,  appeared  in  the  case  before  the  auditor,  claim- 
ing the  right  to  participate  pro  rata  with  the  holders  of  the 
other  notes  in  the  distribution  of  the  fund. 

The  auditor  reported  that  the  notes  held  by  Dorsey  E.  W. 
Carter  and  by  Carusi  were  liens  upon  the  fund,  and  that 
Carusi  was  entitled  to  priority.  He  rejected  the  claim  of 
Burr's  administratrix  on  the  ground  that  the  note  held  by 
her  had  been  paid  and  extinguished.  Burr's  administratrix 
and  Dorsey  E.  W.  Carter  excepted  to  the  report.  At  the 
hearing  at  Special  Term  exceptions  of  both  were  overruled. 
Thereupon  the  case  was  appealed  to  the  General  Term. 

Perry  and  Wilson  for  Burr's  administratrix : 

1.  The  note  held  by  Burr's  administratrix  has  not  been 
paid  or  extinguished.  Nothing  w^hatevw  has  been  paid  on 
account  of  it  by  the  maker.  The  money  paid  to  Carter  by 
Terry  and  Burr  was  paid  with  the  intention  and  for  the  pur- 
pose of  taking  up  the  note  and  holding  it  as  a  security,  and 
the  delivery  of  it  to  Burr  amounted  to  an  assignment,  and 
this  without  regard  to  any  unexpected  intention  or  under- 
standing: of  Carter  at  the  time  he  received  the  money.  The 
intention  which  controls  is  the  intention  of  the  parties  pay- 
ing the  money.     Dodge  vs.  P.  S.  &  T.  Co.,  93  TJ.  S.,  379. 

2.  The  security  given  by  the  maker  of  the  note  is  an 
incident  of  the  debt,  and  follows  it  into  the  hands  of  all 
bona  fide  holders. 
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3.  The  proper  rule  of  distribution  among  the  holders  of 
different  notes  secured  by  the  same  deed  of  trust,  where  the 
fund  is  insufficient  to  pay  all,  is  payment  pari  jmssu,  Oceaa 
National  Bank  vs.  Brown,  4  Wash.  Law  Rep.,  No.  81. 

4.  A  note  does  not  cease  to  be  negotiable  when  it  becomes 
due.  The  only  diffi^rence  between  such  a  note  and  one  not 
due,  is,  that  in  the  former  case,  an  indorsee  can  acquire  no 
better  title  against  the  maker  than  his  indorser  had.  Byles 
on  Bills,  pp.  128,  130. 

5.  Burr's  administratrix  claims  to  stand  exactly  where 
Carter  stood  when  he  parted  with  the  note.  It  is  not  pre- 
tended that  Daniels  could  have  made  any  defense,  and  she 
is,  therefore,  in  no. worse  position  than  an  indorsee  before 
maturity. 

II.  0.  &  R.  Claughton  for  Dorsey  E.  W.  Carter,  cmitra  : 

The  court  below  held  that  as  to  Carter  there  had  been  a 
payment  of  the  note  and  a  cancellation  of  the  security,  but 
as  to  Daniels  the  note  was  an  existing  liability,  having  been, 
with  the  consent  of  Daniels,  after  the  payment  of  it  to 
Carter,  pledged  to  Burr. 

It  is  not  deemed  necessary  to  argue  or  cite  authorities  to 
show  that  the  court  was  correct  in  that  ruling. 

Walter  D.  Davidge  for  Carusi. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Carttbr  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 

court. 

The  great  difficulty  here  is  over  the  rights  of  the  parties 
with  reference  to  note  No.  1.  It  is  claimed  by  Burr's  admin- 
istratrix that  she  is  entitled  to  a  satisfaction  of  the  note  out 
of  the  fund.  On  the  other  hand,  it  is  contended  by  Carter 
that  the  note  is  satisfied  and  extinguished.  And  the  issue 
here  is  whether  it  is  a  satisfied  cancelled  instrument,  or  one 
remaining  to  perform  the  office  of  commercial  paper.  Was 
it  paid  ?  The  maker  of  the  note  never  paid  it.  He  could 
not  pay  it.  He  had  been  requested  by  Carter  to  do  so  and 
he  told  Carter  he  could  not.  Carter,  however,  was  paid  and 
he  was  paid  out  of  Burr's  and  Terry's  money.  Now,  was 
this  a  payment  in  satisfaction  of  the  note?    Our  judgment 
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in  this  matter  is  ruled  largely  by  the  case  in  93  U.  S.,  which 
contenoplates  the  disposition  of  a  piece  of  paper  of  this  kind 
according  to  the  intention  of  the  parties.  It  either  survives 
with  their  intention  or  it  dies  with  their  intention.  If  a  note 
is  paid  with  reference  to  its  satisfaction  and  extinction  in  the 
purpose  of  the  parties,  the  law  gives  it  that  effect,  and  the 
assent  of  the  maker  of  the  note  as  well  as  that  of  the  payee 
is  necessary. 

Now,  Daniels  never  contemplated  paying  this  note  at  that 
time,  for  he  had  entered  into  a  stipulation  with  Terry  to 
continue  its  existence.  Terry  also  says  that  he  did  not  con- 
template it;  that  the  note  was  passed  to  his  possession  under 
an  arrangement,  between  him  and  Daniels,  to  carry  it  to  a 
postponed  period,  and  to  make  use  of  it  with  its  underlying 
security  to  enable  him  to  negotiate  a  loan  upon  it  as  he  did; 
and  in  this  way  it  was  transferred  to  Burr. 

Mr.  Carter  says  he  understood  it  otherwise ;  that  it  was 
in  satisfaction  of  the  note  that  the  payment  was  received. 
Now,  we  think,  the  weight  of  the  testimony  is  decidedly  the 
other  way.  We  think  that  the  delinquency  of  Daniels;  the 
knowledge  of  that  fact  by  Carter ;  the  past  due  condition  of 
the  note;  the  history  of  the  paper  itself  in  the  mode  of 
negotiating  this  loan ;  all  indicate  anything  but  a  transaction 
for  the  payment  and  destruction  of  the  note.  We  think  that 
it  remained  as  a  living  piece  of  paper  for  commercial  pur- 
poses; to  negotiate  just  such  a  loan  as  was  made  upon  it,  and 
that  this  was  with  the  implied  consent  of  Mr.  Carter.  We  do 
not  think,  therefore,  that  he  ought  to  be  permitted  to  assert 
as  against  it  any  exclusive  control  of  the  fund.  He  has 
received  the  money  on  this  note.  That  money  was  advanced 
on  the  faith  of  the  security  underlying  it  and  that  it  carried 
with  it,  and  we  fail  to  see  why  he  should  be  preferred  to  a 
party  who  has  thus  advanced  money  upon  it.  The  con- 
clusion we  have  come  to  is  that  this  fund  should  go  to  the 
payment  of  these  notes  pro  rata. 
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Aloris  Rick  is,  George  Xeitzy. 
In  Equity.    No.  5215. 

5  Decided  January  12. 1881. 

\  The  CiiiKF  Justice  and  Justice  Wylie  sitting. 

1.  A  posfitive  denial  in  the  answer  can  only  be  overcome  by  the  testi- 
mony of  two  witnesses,  or  of  one  witness  and  corroborating  circum- 
stances. 

2.  When  the  only  witness  for  the  complainant  is  himself,  liis  testimony 
ill  order  to  meet  the  positive  and  absolute  denial  of  tlie  defendant, 
shonld  be  vigorous,  strong  and  clear. 

3.  Where  theix»  is  a  dispute  in  regard  to  partnership  matters,  and  the 
Ijartie.'*  have  been  .so  negligent  as  to  lose  the  evidence  of  the  partner- 
ship, and  liavc  kept  their  accounts  in  so  confused  a  way  that  the  court 
cannot  see  what  decree  would  do  justice  between  them,  tlie  bill  will 
\ye  ilismissed. 

STATEMENT   OF   THE   CASE. 

Appeal  from  a  Decree  in  Special  Term. 

In  1871  the  defendant,  George  Neitzy,  was  awarded  cer- 
tain contracts  by  the  Board  of  Public  Works,  comprehend- 
ing the  improvement  of  the  roadways  of  Twelfth  street 
west,  from  Pennsylvania  avenue  to  the  Potomac  river,  and 
D  street  north  between  Thirteenth  and  Fourteenth  streets 
west.  The  complainant,  Aloris  Rick,  having  control  of  a 
granite  quarry  near  the  city  of  Richmond,  Virginia,  which 
would  enable  him  to  furnish  the  granite  blocks  required  for 
said  improvement,  entered  into  a  verbal  contract  of  co-part- 
nership with  the  defendant  to  do  said  work  for  the  joint 
benefit  of  both ;  the  profits  to  be  divided  equally  between 
thera,  regardless  of  the  amount  of  capital  invested  by 
either  party. 

In  pursuance  of  this  contract  tJiey  commenced  to  work 
the  quarry  and  obtained  therefrom  a  large  amount  of  granite 
blocks,  which  were  used  in  the  paving  work  under  the  con- 
tract with  the  Board  of  Public  Works.  In  September,  1875, 
the  defendant  had  a  final  settlement  with  the  District  of 
Columbia. 

The  complainant  in  his  bill  alleged  that  the  defendant 
had  never  had  any  settlement  with  him,  and  prayed  for  an 
account 

The  defendant  in  his  answer  admitted  the  contract  with 
Board  of  Public  Works,  and  the  verbal  contract  with  the 
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complainant,  but  denied  that  the  complaiuat  had  any  interest 
in  any  part  of  the  work  done  by  defendant  on  that  portion 
of  Twelfth  street  from  Ohio  avenue  to  B  street  north,  or  that 
the  contract  between  complainant  and  defendant  extended 
thereto.  The  answer  also  denied  any  indebtedness  on  the 
part  of  defendant  to  complainant. 

By  consent  of  counsel  the  cause  was  referred  to  a  special 
auditor,  with  directions  to  state  an  account  between  the 
parties.  The  auditor  found  and  reported  the  defendant 
indebted  to  the  complainant  in  the  sum  of  $5,003.23,  with 
interest  from  January  1, 1878. 

To  this  report  the  defendant  excepted,  and  on  the  hearing  at 
the  special  term  the  exceptions  were  overruled  and  a  decree 
passed,  "  that  the  plaintift'  do  recover  from  the  defendant  the 
sum  of  $5,008  less  the  sum  of  $250,  with  interest  from  the 
1st  of  January,  1878,  besides  costs." 

HiNE  &  Thomas  for  complainant. 

Walter  D.  Davidgb  and  Frank  T.  Browning  for 
defendant. 

Mr.  Justice  Wylib  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  controversy  in  this  suit  is  confined  to  the  work  done 
on  that  part  of  Twelfth  street  which  lies  between  the  north 
line  of  Ohio  avenue  and  B  street  north.  Rick  says  he 
was  a  partner  in  this  portion  of  the  work.  This  is  absolutely 
denied  by  Neitzy  under  oath,  and  when  Rick  himself  comes 
to  testily  it  would  seem  that  he  does  not  come  up  to  the 
mark.  Although  he  does  technically  and  apparently  say 
that  he  was  interested,  yet  his  declaration  is  not  vigorous 
and  strong  and  clear,  as  testimony  ought  to  be  on  that 
subject,  in  order  to  meet  the  answer  of  the  defendant,  who 
utterly  denies  that  his  contract  with  the  complainant  extended 
to  this  portion  of  the  square ;  that  on  the  contrary,  the  work 
was  performed  by  himself  in  partnership  with  Nicholas 
Acker. 

The  record  shows  that  Acker  and  Neitzy  had  a  contract 
to  pave  portions  of  Ohio  avenue  and  of  Louisiana  aveuue. 
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We  do  not  thitik  that  the  deposition  of  Kick  in  this  case 
18  strong  enough  to  meet  the  positive  and  clear  denial  by 
Neitzy  of  the  partnership.  And  then,  when  we  come  to 
look  at  the  other  evidence  in  the  case,  the  evidence  of  Camp- 
bell, who  was  the  bookkeeper  for  ISTeitzy  and  Acker,  and 
who  kept  an  account  of  the  work  at  that  point,  it  is  unim- 
peached.  Campbell  was  in  a  situation  to  know  more  about 
the  work  than  any  living  man,  except  the  parties  themselves, 
and  he  testifies  that  the  work  was  done  by  Neitzy  and  Acker 
and  not  by  Neitzy  and  Rick. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Cartter  :  And  he  was  reinforced  by  the 
saperintendent. 

Mr.  Justice  Wylie  :  And  another. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Cartter  :  Yes,  two  others. 

A  positive  denial  in  the  answer  as  strong  and  clear  as 
Neitzy's  is  in  this  case,  can  only  be  overcome  by  the  testi- 
mony of  two  witnesses,  or  of  one  witness  corroborated  by 
circumstances.  The  only  witness  in  this  case  for  the  com- 
plainant is  himself;  that  is  not  the  kind  of  a  witness  that 
the  law  requires  to  overcome  a  positive  denial  on  the  part  of 
the  defendant.  And  the  strong  preponderance  of  evidence 
is  that  the  work  was  not  done  by  Rick  and  Neitzy  at  all  but 
by  Neitzy  and  Acker. 

Then  there  is  another  view  of  this  matter.  The  contract 
was  in  the  name  of  Neitzy  ;  there  were  no  written  articles 
of  agreement  between  Rick  and  Neitzy ;  there  were  no 
books  of  account  kept  which  would  throw  light  upon  the 
subject;  nothing  in  the  world  to  prove  the  partnership 
except  the  unsustained  oath  of  Rick.  The  Supreme  Court 
held  a  few  years  ago,  in  a  case  that  went  up  from  this  court, 
affirming  our  decision,  that  where  there  was  a  dispute  in 
regard  to  partnership  matters,  and  either  party  or  both  par- 
ties had  been  so  negligent  as  to  lose  the  evidence  of  the  par- 
nership,  and  to  keep  their  accounts  in  so  confused  a  way  that 
the  court  cannot  see  what  decree  would  do  justice  between 
the  parties,  the  court  will  be  unable  to  make  a  decree  at 
all.    We  dismissed  the  bill  in  that  case,  for  the  simple  reason 
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that  the  evidence  of  partnership,  and  the  evidence  in  regard 
to  the  account  between  the  parties,  was  in  so  confused  a 
state  that  we  could  not  reach  a  ooticlusion  that  would  be 
satisfactory  to  ourselves.  An  appeal  was  taken  to  the  Su- 
preme Court,  and  they  affirmed  our  decision  upon  the  same 
ground ;  that  a  party  who  sues  to  estabUsh  a  contract  and 
luakesaclaioiunder  thecontract,must  make  it  iusuchashape 
that  the  court  may  know  what  decree  will  do  justice  be- 
tween the  parties. 

This  is  too  confused  and  difficult  a  case  to  get  at  and  to 
make  clear.  The  result  must  be  that  the  decree  below  must 
bo  reversed  and  the  bill  dismissed. 


Barker  Bros.  vs.  The  Schooner  E.  M.  Wright. 
In  ADMIRAI.TY,  No.  301. 

(  D^eldea  JftDDKrjF  SI,  1«81. 

\  Joitloaa  Wtlk.  Hionib  and  Cox  ■Itllng,  wtth  whom, 
(        at  th«  rehearlor,  wu  JoBtlce  Hic  AbtBCK. 
1.  PajiDfllttnf  freight canDOt  be  exactedof  theconsifnee  until  there  has 
been  Buch  a  discharge  ot  the  cargo  as  to  enable  him   to  ascertain 
whether  the  ffoods  correspond  with  those  ordered. 
S.  This  rule  will  not  be  modified  because  the  cargo  consists  ot  ice,  and 
oon^eqnenlly  liable  to  diminish  by  melting  w^en  exposed  upon  the 
wharl  to  the  heat  of  the  sun. 

3.  There  is  nothing  In  the  delivery  of  the  goods  upon  the  wharf  l>etore 
payment  of  freight  at  all  Inconsistent  with  the  retention  by  the  master 
at  bis  lien  tor  the  treiflit. 

4.  The  master  has  a  right  to  demand  paymeat  ot  tite  freight  Itetore  the 
goods  are  taken  from  the  wharf  a  snch  retnon)  Interfere  with  tbe 
reasonable  enforcement  ot  his  lien,  and,  it  the  cargo  be  too  large  to  be 
landed  In  one  day,  be  may  require  a  pm  nMa  payment  as  regards  valoe 
before  tbe  portion  Srst  landed  can  be  taken  away. 

8.  As  a  oonslpMe  la  under  no  obUgatlon  to  receive  or  pay  for  goods  dif- 
fering In  eharacier  from  those  which  he  contracted  to  buy,  there  can 
be  no  dntr  devvliing  upon  tdm  to  pay  frdgfat  for  tbe  carriage  of  sucfa 
good*. 
t,  A  MHUlgDe*  ot  a  cargo  ot  Ice  cannot  retu^  to  mt  freight  for  the  en- 
tin  wxo  aaoriglnally  shipped,  because  part  of  it  has  b^n  dimintsbtHl 
^  nirlflnf  For  any  oniisual  kKs  or  dlmiuutioii  he  might  hare  a 
Wnitr  ■;■■'■■*  tbe  underwriter ;  bat  sinc«  the  cam>  is  al  the  risk  ot 

Iha  nnmltnn  fl —  "•-  1' *  its  shitHneot  and  the  mailing  ot  the 

HB  «C  Mblff,  he  te  UaUe  tu  pay  the    freight  oo   tbe  entire  amoant 
""  —  *"  fekiWrt  to  Inspect  tbe  goods  Is  Ibr  tbe  purpose  ot  ascer- 
■-— — .  ihey  are  ot  Ibe  tkarailir  and  dtarripiiaa  onlered. 

lOfacMKoolkv.  which  arritvd  in  Washington.  D.  C., 

•tJalTjwMiing  to  inspect  the  carp>  before  paying  tbe 

■id  to  IM  maMer  ot  the  <reMel  that  it  be  would  proceed 

o(  a*  fMdt.  they  wwild  pay  the  trei^i  pmn  pmnm  • 
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or,  il  he  preferred  it,  that  the  cargo  on  being  landed  should  be  stored 
in  a  convenient  Ice  warehouse,  belonging  to  the  consignees,  on  the 
wharf.  The  master  refused  to  do  either,  but  demanded  payment  of 
the  freight  iu  full  before  the  cargo  was  discharged.  This  the  con- 
signees refused,  and  in  consequence  of  tlie  disagreement  the  ice 
melted  away  in  the  hold  of  the  vessel. 

Hdd^  That  neither  of  the  propositions  submitted  to  tlie  master  would, 
if  accepted,  have  imperiled  his  lien  for  freight,  and  he  was  liable  to 
the  consignees  for  so  much  of  the  cargo  as  was  lost. 

8.  Semble^  That  a  provif^ion  in  a  charter  party,  that  the  cargo  shall  be 
discharged  by  the  consignee  with  the  assistance  of  the  crew,  so  far 
from  fipving  a  stricter  light  to  the  master  to  demand  prepayment  of 
the  freight  may  have  rather  the  contrary  effect. 

Appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  District  Court. 

The  Case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Nathaniel  Wilson  for  libellants. 

T.  A.  Lambert  and  R.  T.  Merrick  contra. 

Mr.  Justice  Hagner  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

Barker  Brothers,  dealers  in  ice,  in  Georgetown,  ordered 
from  the  Water  Cove  Ice  Company  of  Bath,  Maine,  a  cargo 
of  ice  which  was  shipped  in  July,  1879,  consigned  to  them 
at  Georgetown  on  the  schooner  E.  M.  Wright. 

Th«  vessel  arrived  about  the  15th  of  the  month  and  the 
captain,  on  his  arrival,  reported  to  the  consignees.  By  them 
he  was  directed  to  lay  his  vessel  alongside  their  wharf  and 
unload  his  cargo.  He  informed  the  consignees  that  he  de» 
elined  to  discharge  the  cargo  until  he  had  received  his 
freight  in  full.  The  consignees  objected  to  paying  the 
freight  in  advance  of  the  discharge  of  the  goods,  insisting 
that  it  was  not  payable  until  the}'^  had  had  an  opportunity 
of  inspecting  the  cargo  after  it  was  landed.  The  captain 
adhered  to  his  refusal,  and  two  propositions  were  then  made 
by  the  consignees :  First,  that  if  he  would  proceed  with  the 
delivery  they  would  pay  the  freight  as  the  cargo  was  deliv- 
ered,/wn  pfl55u.  The  other  proposition  was  that  he  should 
land  the  cargo  ;  that  it  should  be  stored  in  an  ice  warehouse 
belonging  to  the  consignees  on  the  wharf,  after  which  the 
consignees  would  pay  the  freight.  Both  these  proposals 
were  refused  by  the  master.  The  vessel  remained  for  some 
time  in  the  neighborhood  of  the  wharf,  the  cargo  diminish- 
ing in  consequence  of  the  intense  heat  of  the  weather  and 


26     Barker  Bros.  v.  The  Schooner  E.  M.  Wright. 

finally  the  captain  dropped  out  into  the  stream,  tiled  a  libel 
against  the  cargo  for  his  freight,  and  the  ice  was  sold  by  an 
order  of  court,  realizing  an  amount  insufficient  to  discharge 
the  full  amount  of  the  freight.  The  consignees,  thereupon, 
filed  a  libel  against  the  vessel,  its  tackle,  apparel,  &c.,  to 
recover  the  value  of  the  cargo  of  ice,  estinmted  at  $1,500, 
which  they  alleged  had  been  wholly  lost  to  them,  in  conse- 
quence of  the  refusal  of  the  captain  to  deliver  it.  The  case 
was  heard  before  the  judge  of  the  District  Court  and  the 
libel  dismissed,  and  it  now  comes  before  this  court  upon  an 
appeal  from  that  decree. 

The  propriety  of  the  decision  below  depends  upon  the 
question  whether  the  captain  had  the  right  to  insist  upon 
the  payment  of  his  freight  before  the  discharge  of  the  goods. 
It  was  contended  upon  the  part  of  the  captain  that  what- 
ever the  general  rule  on  the  subject  might  be  there  were 
two  circumstances  in  the  particular  case  which  would  qualify 
its  application  : 

First.  It  was  said  that  the  exceptional  character  of  the 
cargo,  owing  to  its  perishable  nature,  gave  to  the  captain 
the  right  to  refuse  to  land  the  cargo,  under  the  heat  of  the 
July  sun,  until  he  should  receive  his  wages  for  the  transporta- 
tion of  the  unmelted  cargo.  It  seems  to  us  that  the  general 
rule  on  the  subject  cannot  be  modified  to  meet  the  peculiar- 
ities of  the  cargoes  which  may  be  shipped  on  board  vessels. 
There  doubtless  are  cargoes  less  perishable  than  ice,  but 
there  are  others  which  are  infinitely  more  so ;  and  we  find 
no  warrant  for  the  idea  that  the  well-settled  rule  of  law  on 
the  subject  can  be  changed  and  shifted  to  meet  such  exigen- 
cies in  a  particular  case. 

Second.  It  is  said  that  the  provision  in  the  bill  of  lading 
that  the  cargo  shall  be  discharged  by  the  consignee  with  the 
assistance  of  the  crew,  is  exceptional  in  its  nature,  and  that 
its  effect  should  be  to  give  a  stricter  right  to  the  master  to 
demand  prepayment  of  freight. 

We  have  found  no  warrant  for  this  conclusion. 

If  this  were  an  exceptional  provision  in  the  charter  party, 
it  would  seem  to  us  that  the  effect  might  be  considered  as 
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rather  limiting  than  increasing  the  rights  of  the  master  in 
regard  to  the  prepayment  of  his  freights. 

In  point  of  fact  the  provision  in  question  is  not  excep- 
tional, but  appears  to  be  generally,  if  not  universally,  in- 
serted in  bills  of  lading  of  ice;  and  frequently  where  the 
cargo  is  the  reverse  of  perishable;  and  nowhere  has  such 
effect  been  given  to  it  by  the  courts. 

The  case,  therefore,  is  to  be  decided  according  to  the 
general  rule  governing  such  cases,  and  this  we  consider  is 
well  settled  in  the  case  of  the  Eddy,  reported  in  5  Wallace, 
482.  It  is  there  laid  down  that  "  in  the  absence  of  an  agree- 
ment to  the  contrary,  the  ship  owner  has  a  lien  upon  the 
cargo  for  the  freight,  and  may  retain  the  goods  after  the 
arrival  of  the  ship  at  the  port  of  destination,  until  the  pay- 
ment. But  the  master,  however,  cannot  detain  the  goods  on 
board  the  vessel.  He  must  deliver  them.  An  actual  discharge 
of  the  goods  at  the  warehouse  of  the  consignees  is  not  re- 
quired to  constitute  delivery.  It  is  enough  that  the  master 
discharge  the  goods  upon  the  wharf  giving  due  and  reason- 
able notice  to  the  consignee  of  the  fact."  The  Mary  Wash- 
ington, Chase's  Decisions,  125;  Logs  of  Mahogany,  2 
Sumner,  601. 

"  The  freight  cannot  be  demanded  unless  the  goods  are 
delivered  or  tendered,  or  delivery  is  prevented  by  the  act  or 
fault  of  the  shipper  or  consignee."     2  Pars.  Cont.,  295. 

There  is  nothing  in  the  delivery  of  the  goods  upon  the 
wharf,  before  payment  of  the  freight,  at  all  inconsistent 
with  the  retention  by  the  master  of  his  lien  for  his  freight. 
It  is  settled  by  all  the  authorities  that  the  payment  of  freight 
cannot  be  exacted  until  there  has  been  such  discharge  of  the 
cargo  as  to  enable  the  consignee  to  inspect  the  goods,  to  see 
and  ascertain  whether  they  really  correspond  with  those 
ordered  by  him.  Vitrified  Pipes,  14  Blatch.,  274.  As  he  is 
under  no  obligation  to  receive  or  pay  for  goods  diftering  in 
character  from  those  which  he  contracted  to  buy,  there  can 
be  no  duty  devolving  upon  him  to  pay  freight  for  the  carriage 
of  goods  not  corresponding  with  his  order.  We  do  not  sup- 
pose that  the  consignees  in  this  case,  upon  the  landing  of  the 
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ice,  could  have  refused  to  pay  freight  for  the  entire  cargo  as 
shipped,  because  part  of  it  had  been  destroyed  by  melting. 
For  any  unusual  loss  or  diminution,  the  consignee  might 
have  a  remedy  against  the  underwriter.  But  since  the  cargo 
must  be  considered  as  at  the  risk  of  the  consignees,  from 
the  time  of  its  shipment  and  the  mailing  of  the  bill  of  lading 
to  them,  the  obligation  to  pay  freight  for  the  entire  amount 
shipped  might  be  enforced  against  the  consignees.  The  in- 
spection spoken  of  would  be  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining 
that  the  goods  were  of  the  character  and  description  ordered. 

We  see  nothing  in  the  case  of  Britton  cs.  Barnaby,  21 
Howard,  527,  which  is  in  opposition  to  the  rule  announced 
in  the  case  of  the  Eddy.  It  is  there  declared  to  be  the 
general  rule  that  delivery  of  goods  at  the  place  of  destina- 
tion, or  readiness  to  deliver,  is  a  precedent  condition  to  the 
right  to  demand  payment  of  freight.  In  the  case  at  bar,  the 
captain  absolutely  refused  to  commence  the  delivery  until 
the  freight  had  been  paid  in  full.  It  is  certainly  true  that 
the  captain  had  the  right  to  demand  payment  before  the 
cargo  was  taken  away  from  the  wharf  in  such  a  way  as  to 
interfere  with  the  reasonable  enforcement  of  his  lien.  And 
in  the  case  of  Britton  vs.  Barnaby,  the  Supremo  Court  say, 
'*  if  the  shipment  is  large,  so  that  it  cannot  be  landed  in  one 
day,  the  master  may  require  a  pro  rata  payment  as  regards 
value,  before  the  parcels  first  landed  can  be  taken  away." 
But  neither  of  the  propositions  submitted  to  the  master 
by  the  consignees  would  have  resulted  in  any  imperiling  of 
his  lien  for  freight.  The  pro  rata  plan  suggested  by  the 
consignees,  would  have  secured  the  captain  the  payment  of 
his  freight  pari  passu  with  its  delivery;  and  the  second  offer, 
to  store  the  ice  in  a  convenient  warehouse  on  the  wharf, 
could  not  have  operated  to  embarrass  the  enforcement  by 
the  captain  of  his  lien.  Sears  vs.  Wills,  4  Allen,  212;  The 
Kimball,  3  Wall.,  37;  The  Eddy,  5  Wall.,  481;  The  Bird 
of  Paradise,  5  Wall.,  545. 

Under  the  circumstances  disclosed  in  the  record,  we  are 
of  opinion  that  the  libel  below^  should  have  been  sustained, 
the  consignees,  in  our  opinion,  having  a  just  claim  against 
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the  vessel  for  the  loss  of  so  much  of  the  cargo  as  resulted 
from  the  wrongful  act  of  the  captain.  The  case  is  therefore 
remanded  that  proper  proceedings  may  be  taken  to  ascertain 
the  amount  for  which  a  decree  shouUl  be  entered. 

Note. — A  rehearing  of  this  case  was  subsequently  allowed, 
at  which,  in  addition  to  the  justices  above  named,  was 
Justice  Mac  Arthur;  and  Mr.  Justice  Wjlic  announced  the 
opinion  of  the  court,  sustaining  its  ruling  as  above. 


John  F.  Criduet  r.«.  George  G.  Cornisu. 

At  Law.    No.  15,5.57. 

<  Decided  February  7, 1881. 

I  The  Chief  Justice  and  Justices  Wvlie  and  Mac  Artir'R  sitting", 

1.  A  mere  bailee  for  hire,  though  in  possession,  cannot  give  title  to  a 
third  person. 

2.  Where  tliere  is  a  lease  of  personal  prop(.*rty  and  delivery  ()f  possession 
to  the  lessee,  if  there  are  no  other  considerations  entering  into  the 
transfer,  the  lease  confers  no  such  right  as  will  protect  a  bona  fide 
purchase  from  tlie  lessee. 

'i.  But  where  the  title  has  been  gualiJiaJly  passed  with  the  possession 
and  the  lien  of  the  vendor  is  not  reserv<*d  acconling  to  the  condition 
of  the  stHtnt«  requiring  a  written  instrument  of  encumbrance  duly 
recorded,  the  vendor  parts  with  the  possession  at  his  peril,  and  if  an 
equity  in  the  property  by  purchase,  concurring  with  the  possession, 
is  found  in  one  who  sells  in  open  market  to  a  buna  Jide  purchaser,  such 
sale  carries  title. 

4.  M.  obtained  possession  of  a  buggy  and  harness  by  virtue  of  the  follow- 
ing paper :  '*  This  is  to  certify  that  I  have  hired  of  J.  F.  Bridget  a 
buggy  and  harness  for  the  term  of  three  months  fi'om  date,  for  the 
sum  of  1^25  per  month,  together  with  a  cash  payment  of  d50,  making 
in  all  ^125.  The  said  John  F.  Bridget  agreeing  at  the  end  of  the  time 
above  mentioned  to  give  me  the  privilege  of  purchasing  the  above 
named  buggy  and  harness  by  paying  an  additional  sum  of  $125." 

Htld^  that  the  equity  of  the  property  passed  with  the  possession  to  M. 
and  that  a  subsequent  bona  fide  purchaser  in  open  market  for  full 
value  obtained  title. 

^*.  Whether  a  demand  is  necessary  in  the  case  of  a  mere  detention  under 
claim  of  right  before  replevin  can  be  maintained,  qncere. 

STATEMENT   OF  THE   CASE. 

Motion  for  a  new  trial  upon  exceptions. 

This  was  an  action  of  replevin  "  for  unjustly  detaining  one 
doctor's  phjeton  and  one  set  of  harness."  Plea  "  not  guilty," 
and  joinder  to  maintain  his  suit.  Plaintiff  claimed  as  owner 
of  the  property  and  gave  in  evidence  the  following  paper: 


30  Bridget  i;.  Cornish. 

"Washington,  D.  C,  September  22,  1875. 

*'  This  is  to  certify  that  I  have  hired  of  J.  F.  Bridget,  a 
buggy  and  harness  for  the  term  of  three  months  from  date, 
for  the  sum  of  $25  per  month,  together  with  a  cash  payment, 
in  advance,  of  $50,  making  in  all  $125.  The  said  John  F. 
Bridget  agreeing,  at  the  end  of  the  time  above  mentioned, 
to  give  mc  the  privilege  of  purchasing  the  above-named 
buggy  and  harness  by  paying  an  additional  sum  of  $125. 

"W.  W.  Myers,  M.D., 

''  1619  K  street." 

After  giving  evidence  of  the  value  of  the  property  and  the 
delivery  of  the  same  to  Myers  under  the  above  agreement, 
the  plaintiff  rested  his  case. 

The  defendant  then  gave  evidence  tending  to  prove  that 
he  bought  the  property  in  question  of  Myers,  and  paid  him 
therefor  in  cash  the  sum  of  $250.  That  at  the  time  of  said 
purchase  Myers  was  in  possession  of  the  property  claiming 
as  owner.  That  the  defendant  at  the  time  of  purchase  had 
no  knowledge  that  Bridget,  or  any  other  person  than  Myers, 
owned,  or  claimed  to  own,  the  property,  and  that  no  demand 
was  ever  made  of  him  by  plaintiff,  or  any  one  in  his  behalf, 
for  the  property  in  question  before  the  bringing  of  this  suit, 
or  afterwards. 

Counsel  for  defendant  then  asked  the  court  to  instruct 
the  jury  "  that  if  they  believed  from  the  testimony  that  the 
defendant  purchased  the  property  in  question  of  W.  W. 
Myers,  who  had  possession  of  the  same  at  the  time,  in  good 
faith,  for  a,  full  consideration,  without  notice  that  the  plain- 
tiff had  any  claim  thereon,  and  that  no  demand  was  made 
by  the  plaintiff,  or  in  his  behalf,  of  the  defendant,  before 
the  commencement  of  this  suit,  they  should  find  a  verdict 
for  the  defendant." 

The  court  (Justice  Cox  sitting)  refused  so  to  charge,  but 
instructed  the  jury  "  that  the  title  to  the  property  in  question, 
under  the  paper  writing  offered  in  evidence,  dated  September 
22, 1875,  remained  in  the  plaintiff,  and  that  no  demand  was 
necessary,  previous  to  the  bringing  of  the  suit,  in  order  to 
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entitle  the  plaintiff  to  recover."  To  which  instruction  the 
plaintift*  excepted.  The  jury  thereupon  rendered  a  verdict 
for  plaintiff. 

Selden  and  Ennis  argued  the  case  for  plaintiff,  but  pre- 
sented no  brief. 

P.  B.  Stilson,  for  defendant,  filed  a  brief  from  which  we 

extract. 

1.  The  contract  was  dual  in  form  and  fact.    The  delivery 

was  made  by  plaintiff'  as  well  upon  the  contract  of  sale  as 

hiring.     Plaintiff'  accepted  fifty  dollars  and  delivered  the 

property  without  reserving  the  title  or  providing  for  its 

return  to  him.     This,  then,  is  an  ordinary  case  of  sale  and 

delivery  upon  part  payment  of  the  purchase-money.     The 

contract  being  unrecorded,  and  the  defendant  having  no 

notice,  actual  or  constructive,  of  any  claim  or  lien  by  plain- 

tiif,  or  any  one  else,  had  a  right  to  treat  Myers  as  the  owner. 

When  one  delivers  property  to  another  in  such  manner  and 

under  such  circumstances  as  will  lead  a  stranger  to  believe 

that  the  possessor  is  the  owner,  he  is  estopped  to  claim  title 

to  the  prejudice  of  the  innocent  purchaser.     Where  one  of 

two  innocent  persons  must  suffer,  it  is  well  settled  that  he 

who  aids  in  the  fraudulent  sale  by  furnishing  the  means  of 

its  perpetration  must  bear  the  loss.     Chitty  on  Contracts, 

763;  2  Md.  Ch.  Dec,  281 ;  5  O.  S.  R,  256;  2  T.  R.,  70. 

2.  The  action  of  replevin,  like  trover,  is  tortious,  imply- 
ing wrong  on  the  part  of  the  defendant.  The  wrong  implied 
may  be  in  the  taking  or  in  the  detaining.  In  the  first,  the 
right  of  action  is  complete  and  suit  lies  at  once ;  but  where 
the  defendant  comes  honestly  and  fairly  into  possession  of 
the  property  as  by  delivery  to  him,  without  any  badge  of 
fraud  or  circumstances  to  put  him  on  inquiry,  the  law  will 
not  impute  wrong  to  him  either  in  act  or  intent,  and  neither 
trover  or  replevin  will  lie,  until  after  a  demand  of  him  by 
the  owner,  the  wrong  only  attaches  to  him  by  a  refusal  to 
deliver,  after  such  demand.  20  Wend.,  234 ;  3  Hill,  348 ;  24 
Pick.,  211;   18  111.,  315 ;   17  Ind.,  90;  6  Johnson,  44. 


82  Bridget  v.  Cornish. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Cartter  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

Two  very  interesting  questions  are  raised  incident  to  the 
determination  of  the  rights  of  these  parties.  One  is  whether 
before  the  plaintiff  can  place  himself  in  a  position  for  giving 
eftect  to  the  remedy  he  has  sought,  he  must  show  a  previous 
demand  for  the  property  to  have  been  made  of  the  defendants. 
The  other  is  whether  the  plaintiff' had  parted  with  his  prop- 
erty in  such  wise  as  to  make  it  impossible  for  him  to  main- 
tain the  action  of  replevin  as  against  a  ho)Ki  fide  purchaser. 
Inasmuch,  however,  as  the  conclusion  of  the  court,  predicated 
upon  the  character  of  the  transaction,  makes  it  impossible, 
as  we  think,  for  the  plaintift'  to  recover,  the  question  as  to 
his  having  complied  with  the  technical  rules  of  the  law,  in 
respect  to  making  demand  of  the  property  before  bringing 
suit,  is  postponed,  although  a  very  interesting  question,  until 
there  is  such  a  case  before  us  as  requires  the  settlement  of  it. 

Bridget  entered  into  a  contract  with  a  man  by  the  name 
of  Myers,  in  the  following  language : 

[Here  reading  the  agruement  above  stated.] 

Xow,  upon  the  predicate  of  that  undertaking  and  that 
act,  Bridget  brings  his  action  of  replevin  against  Cornish, 
who  is  the  purchaser  of  this  property  from  Myers  for  a 
valuable  consideration,  and  without  any  notice  of  the  rights 
of  Bridget  in  the  premises.  He  not  only  bought  it  for  a 
bona  fide  and  ample  consideration,  but  paid  it  and  took  pos- 
session of  the  property;  and  the  question  here  is  whether, 
as  between  Cornish  and  Bridget,  Bridget  has  the  right  to 
demand  from  Cornish  and  recover  of  him  the  property.  The 
determination  of  this  question  must  depend  upon  the  char- 
acter of  this  transaction.  There  is  no  controversy  over  the 
question  that  a  mere  bailee  for  hire,  although  put  in  posses- 
sion of  property  does  not  acquire  title  to  it  in  such  wise  as 
to  confer  it  upon  a  third  person.  Men  may  lease  their  per- 
sonal property  and  deliver  its  possession  and  custody  to  the 
lessee,  and  if  there  are  no  other  considerations  entering  into 
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the  transfer,  the  lease  confers  no  absolute  title  and  the  buyer 
purchases  at  the  peril  of  his  own  inquiry. 

If  this  were  a  transaction  of  that  character  the  court  would 
tbllow  it  with  that  conclusion,  but  we  do  not  understand  it 
^  duch.  To  us  it  appears  that  this  was  an  undertaking  for 
sale  without  a  reservation,  or  at  least  one  where  the  law 
might  protect  the  lien  for  the  unpaid  portion  of  the  pur- 
chase money.  The  language  of  the  instrument  would  indi- 
cate it  simply  as  a  change  of  possession  for  hire,  if  it  was 
Qotquulified  by  payment  of  part  of  the  consideration  of  pur. 
chase  or  the  right  to  purchase.  Here  is  the  payment  of 
fifty  dollars  mentioned  in  this  instrument,  not  to  say  any- 
thing of  the  exaggerated  rental  reserved  in  the  paper,  all  of 
which  looked  to  the  same  result — the  purchase  of  the  prop- 
erty. Instead  of  being  recited  as  a  conditional  purchase  it 
is  recited  as  of  hire,  and  is  declared  to  be  a  privileged  pur- 
chase. Now,  we  think  the  verbiage  of  this  papec  docs  not 
change  or  qualify  the  real  or  substantial  character  of  the 
transaction,  which  is  nothing  more  or  less  than  a  conditional 
sale  of  the  property  with  the  delivery  of  possession.  A  sale 
for  $250,  with  a  provision  for  the  payment  of  one-half  of  it, 
and  the  consummation  of  the  sale  upon  the  payment  of  the 
other  half.  And  if  this  is  the  correct  character  of  the  paper, 
if  our  interpretation  of  it  be  right,  the  plaintiff*  is  chargeable 
with  having  transferred  the  property  with  a  purpose  to  sell, 
to  the  custody  and  control  of  Myers,  and  has  not  provided 
in  such  a  manner  as  the  law  requires,  for  reserving  his  lien 
upon  it  under  the  transfer. 

The  equity  in  this  property  passed  with  the  possession 
into  Myers.  Fifty  dollars  of  his  money  had  gone  into  the 
purchase  of  the  property,  and  whatever  of  excess  over  a 
reasonable  hire  went  to  the  purchase  price.  Such  was  the 
purpose  of  the  parties,  and  when  Bridget  made  this  instru- 
'^^intaud  transferred  the  property  to  Myers,  he  advertised 
^J'crs  as  the  owner  of  it,  as  far  as  a  bonajide  purchaser  for 
*^all  consideration  is  concerned.  The  presumption  is  that 
^ue  possessor  of  personal  property  is  its  owner,  and  the  world 
have  a  right  to  deal  with  him  as  such.     They  deal  at  their 
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peril,  it  is  true.  But  where  the  title  has  been  qualitiedly 
passed  with  the  possession,  and  the  lien  upon  it  is  not  re- 
served according  to  the  conditions  of  the  statute,  which 
requires  a  written  incumbrance  and  a  record  of  it,  the  vendor 
of  the  property  parts  wuth  the  possesssion  at  his  peril  ;  and 
if  an  equity  in  the  property  by  purchase  concurring  with 
the  possession  is  found  with  a  vendor  who  sells  in  the  public 
market  to  a  bona  fide  purchaser,  the  sale  carries  title  with  it. 

Xow,  this  being  the  view  of  the  court  of  the  chamcter  of 
this  instrument,  we  have  no  hesitation  in  saying  that  the 
plaintift'  cannot  maintain  this  action.  It  is,  therefore,, 
unnecessary  to  pass  upon  the  question  whether  demand,  to 
maintain  the  right  of  replevin  is  necessary,  where  there  has 
been  such  a  convcreion  as  will  authorize  recoverv  ;  that  is 
an  interesting  question,  and  we  find  the  authorities  of  a  kin- 
dred jurisdiction  intimating  rather  than  deciding,  and  with« 
out  any  very  good  explanation  either,  that  no  demand  is 
necessary  in  a  case  of  a  mere  detention  before  bringing  the 
action  of  replevin  ;  but  when  w^e  look  abroad  into  the  other 
jurisdictions  generally,  we  find  the  law  the  other  way  ;  so 
that  we  have  come  to  the  conclusion  to  settle  that  question 
deliberately,  and  when  it  is  imperatively  made. 

The  judgment  below  is  revei^sed. 
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Gibson  et  al.  vs.  Gautier. 
In  Equity.    No.  5410. 

5  Decided  February  81,  1881. 

)  The  Chief  Jl'8TICE  and  JuBtices  Wylie  and  Hagner  sitting. 

1.  Although  a  fraudulent  sale  of  goods  be  set  aside,  they  are  neverthe- 
less liable  to  the  landlord's  lien  for  rent  due  by  the  fraudulent  ven- 
<Iee  to  the  landlord  upon  wliose  premises  they  have  been  kept,  and  this 
notwithstanding  there  are  judgment  creditors  of  the  vendor  wliose 
I'xecations  issued  before  the  landlord's  lien  attached. 

2.  By  the  provisions  of  Section  678  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  this 
District,  the  landlord's  lien  for  rent,  if  it  exists  at  the  time  lie  com- 
mences proceedings  in  attachment,  continues  until  the  termination  of 
those  proceedings,  and  his  lien  Is  not  destroyed  by  the  fact  that  at 
the  time  of  issuing  his  attachment  the  goods  were  in  the  custody  of  the 
marshal  under  a  levy  made  at  the  instance  of  an  execution  creditor. 

3.  All  order  unappealed  from  upon  a  hearing  on  bill  and  answer  dis- 
charging a  prior  order  restraining  an  execution  sale  of  property  and 
directing  the  marshal  to  pay  certain  judgments  out  of  the  proceeds, 
is  not  examinable  on  the  hearing  of  an  appeal  from  a  decree  subse- 
quently made  upon  new^  and  different  facts  raised  by  an  amended  and 
supplemental  bill,  filed  by  leave  of  court,  when  the  leave  granted  to 
tile  the  same  does  not  reserve  the  right  to  raise  any  question  as  to  the 
propriety  of  the  order. 

4.  Nevertheless  the  court,  (referring  to  this  order),  express  the  opinion 
that  the  statute  of  VIII  Anne.  ch.  14,  is  in  force  in  this  District,  and 
chat  if  the  marshal  levy  an  execution  and  make  sale  of  propeit  y,  lie  is 
obliged,  after  due  notice  given  him  by  tlie  landlord,  upon  whose 
premises  the  goods  are,  to  pay  from  the  proceeds  all  rent  due  up  to 
the  time  of  the  sale,  and  if  the  Bale  take  place  during  the  montli 
there  can  be  no  division  of  the  rent  for  that  month.  To  compel  the 
marshal  to  pay  over  one  year's  rent,  the  landlord  may  move  the  court 
out  of  which  the  execution  issues  for  an  order  to  pay  the  amount  due 
him  from  the  sale,  and  this  motion  may  be-  made  at  any  time  before 
the  money  is  paid  over,  the  marshal  being  bound  on  the  receipt  of  a 
landlord's  notice  to  retain  the  money. 

0.  It  seems,  also,  that  the  lien  of  the  landlord  is  not  lost  or  impaired  by 
his  suspension  for  a  month  of  the  execution  issuing  under  tlie  judg- 
ment obtained  in  the  attachment  proceedings. 

STATEMENT  OF  THE  CASE. 

The  facts  of  the  case  ai^e  complicated  and  I'e^iuii'c  a  some- 
what lengthy  statement. 

The  plaintiffs,  as  copartners,  filed  their  bill  against  the 
defendants,  Mai'ch  2,  1877,  averring  that  on  the  6tli  of 
September,  1876,  they  recovei-ed  a  judgment  at  law  n.ijainst 
the  defendant  Gautier  for  $538,  on  which,  in  October,  1878, 
a  writ  of  Jieri  facias  was  issued  and  returned  on  the  samo 
day  by  the  marshal  nulla  bona;  tliat  pi'cvious  to  the  28th 
of  March,  1875,  Gautier  was  engaged  in  tlie  wholesale  and 
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retail  liquor  basiness  iu  Washington,  and  being  embarrassed 
and  unable  to  meet  bis  maturing  obligations,  and  with  a 
desire  of  saving  his  property  from  sacrifice,  on  the  last 
named  day,  he  made  an  arrangement  with  Hoover,  his  son- 
in-law,  by  which  all  his  stock  in  trade  and  the  business  which 
he  had  theretofore  carried  on,  was  transferred  to  Hoover, 
and  thereafter  the  business  was  conducted  in  Hoover's 
name  ;  that  this  said  sale  and  transfer  was  totally  without 
consideration,  for  the  purpose  of  placing  the  stock  of  goods 
bevond  the  claims  of  the  creditors  of  Gnutier,  and  were 
in  fraud  of  the  plaintiffs'  rights  ;  that  Hoover  had  caused 
the  .stock  of  s'oods  to  be  advertised  for  Siile  at  auction 
on  the  3d  of  March,  1877  ;  that  Hoover  is  entirely  insol- 
vent ;  that  if  the  sale  should  take  place,  the  proceeds  would 
pass  into  his  hands,  and  the  plaintiffs  would  be  unable  to 
collect  any  part  of  their  judgment  ;  and  they  prayed  that 
Hoover  may  be  enjoined  from  selling  or  interfering  with  the 
stock  of  goods  until  the  hearing  ;  that  the  pretended  sale  of 
Gautier  to  Hoover  be  decreed  to  be  fraudulent  and  void, 
and  that  a  receiver  be  appointed  to  take  possession  of  the 
g«)ods  and  make  sale  thereof  ;  and  after  paying  the  expenses, 
to  [lay  the  plaintiff  the  amount  of  his  judgment,  and  bring 
the  remainder  into  court  for  the  benefit  of  the  other  judg- 
ment creditors  of  Gautier  who  mav  come  in  and  contribute 
to  the  expenses  of  the  suit,  and  for  further  relief. 

A  restraining  order  was  issued,  as  prayed. 

On  the  16th  of  March  the  plaintiffs  filed  an  amended  bill 
in  which  they  alleged  that  they  had  since  ascertained  that 
Elias  Travers  who  was  the  landlord  of  the  store  in  which 
Gautier  and  Hoover  had  been  carrying  on  business,  had  a 
large  claim  against  Hoover  for  rent,  and  that  Travers  had 
instituted  proceedings  in  attachment  under  the  landlord  and 
tenant  act  ;  that  the  attachment  had  been  levied  by  the 
marshal  upon  the  goods  described  in  the  original  bill,  and 
that  by  an  arrangement  between  the  landlord  and  Hoover, 
so  much  of  the  goods  as  were  sufficient  to  satisfy  the 
claim  of  Travers  for  rent  was  to  be  sold  at  the  sale 
advertised,  and  the  imlance  of  the  stock  was  to  be  returned 
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to  II<x)ver.  They  aver  that  the  goods  never  belonged  to 
Hoover,  and  were  not  subject  to  the  hindlord's  lien  for  rent 
due  by  Hoover  to  Travers  ;  that  Travers  was  about  to  apply 
to  the  circuit  court  for  judgment  of  condemnation  of  t^aid 
go<>ds,  and  the  prayer  of  the  amended  bill  is  that  he  should 
be  required  to  answer,  and  that  Travel's  may  be  restrained 
from  applying  to  the  circuit  court  for  condemnation  in  the 
attachment  proceedings  or  from  taking  any  further  steps 
therein  until  tlie  further  order  of  the  court. 

Gaiitier  filed  hU  iinswer  in  which  he  admits  all  the  allega- 
tions of  the  bill. 

On  the  29th  of  March  Hoover  filed  his  answer  in  which 

he  alleged  that  he,  together  with  a  certain  Griflin,  purchased 

for  a  valuable  consideration,  all  the  interest  of  Gautier  in 

the  stock  of  goods  ;  and  he  set  forth  circumstantially  the 

various  payments  and  securities  he  claimed  to  have  given 

for  the  goods.     He  averred  thai  a    part  of   the    purchase 

money  is  unpaid  because  unsettled  accounts  between  Gautier 

and  himself  were  pending.     He  denied  that  he  had  caused 

the  goods  to  be  advertised  for  sale,  or  that  he  had  agreed  or 

colluded  with  any  one  for  the  purpose  of  defrauding  any  one, 

but  states  that  he  was  indebted  to  Travers  for  rent,  and  that 

the  advertisement  spoken  of  in  the  bill  was  made  by  the 

marshal,  under  an  order  of  condemnation,  at  the  suit  of 

Travers. 

The  answer  of  Travers  was  filed  on  the  same  day. 
He  avera  that  Gautier  had  been  a  yearly  tenant  of  his  for 
many  j^ears,  at  a  rent  of  $250  a  month,  of  the  property  on 
Pennsylvania  avenue  ;  that  he  was  informed  and  believes 
that  Hoover  and  Grifliin  bought  out  all  the  interest  of  Gautier 
in  the  stock  in  trade,  and  continued  the  business  under  the 
style  of  Hoover  &  Co.j  that  he  accepted  them  as  his  tenants 
from  the  1st  of  April,  1875,  at  the  rent  of  $250  a  month, 
and  that  his  sjxid  tenants  being  in  arrears  on  the  30th 
of  December,  1876,  he  issued  an  attachment  for  $573  for 
rent  in  arrear  up  to  the  first  of  the  said  month  of  Decem- 
ber ;  that  on  the  12th  of  February,  1877,  he  issued  another 
attachment  for  two  months'  rent  for  the  months  of  Decem- 
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ber,  1876,  and  January,  1877  ;  that  both  these  attachments 
were  levied  by  the  marshal  on  the  12th  February,  1877 ; 
that  he  obtained  judgment  of  condemnation  on  the  6th  of 
March,  1877,  on  which  execution  was  issued,  and  the  property 
was  advertised  to  be  sold  on  the  20th  of  March. 

On  the  29th  of  March,  1877,  the  court  passed  a  decree 
reciting  that  the  case  coming  on  to  be  heard  upon  bill  and 
answers,  and  being  argued  by  counsel,  it  is  thereupon  by  the 
court  adjudged,  ordered  and  decreed,  that  the  restmining 
order  heretofore  granted,  should  be  discharged,  and  that  the 
two  judgments  of  condemnation  for  rent  be  paid,  and  that 
the  residue  of  the  said  sum  of  money  remaining  in  the  hands 
of  the  marshal  should  be  retained  by  him  until  the  further 
order  of  the  court. 

Afterwards,  on  the  10th  of  January,  1878,  the  cause  came 
on  to  be  heard  on  the  pleading  and  evidence,  and  was  sub- 
mitted to  the  court,  and  it  was  ordered  and  decreed  that  the 
sale  of  the  stock  of  goods  by  Gautier  and  Hoover  should  be 
held  fraudulent  and  void  ;  that  Hoover  had  no  interest  or 
title  therein  by  virtue  of  the  sale,  and  the  plaintiffs  were 
allowed  to  file  a  further  amended  and  supplemental  bill  for  the 
purpose  of  making  an  issue  with  the  defendant  Travers  as 
to  the  right  of  the  landlord  to  the  fund  in  the  hands  of  the 
marshal  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  landlord's  lien  for  rent. 
This  second  amended  and  supplemental  bill  averred  that 
Travers,  on  the  1st  of  April,  1875,  accepted  Hoover  and  Griffin 
as  tenants  ;  that  on  the  12th  February,  1877,  the  tenancy  ter- 
minated by  the  action  of  the  defendant  Travers  in  seizing 
the  stock  of  goods  and  taking  possession  of  the  premises 
under  writs  of  attachment  for  rents  sued  out  by  Travers,  and 
that  from  that  day  Travers  was  not  entitled  to  any  lien  for 
rents  accrued  after  that  time,  nor  was  he  entitled  to  demand 
rent  from  Hoover  after  the  12th  of  February,  1877,  and  that 
he  has  no  claim  upon  the  fund  in  the  hands  of  the  marshal 
for  rents  accrued  after  that  day. 

It  further  averred  that  Travers  on  the  13th  of  December, 
1876,  filed  a  declaration  against  Hoover  and  Griffin,  and 
caused  a  summons  and  attachment  to  be  issued  thereon,  but, 
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by  his  attorney,  directed  that  the  writ  should  not  be  served 
uutil  the  12th  of  February,  1877,  when  service  was  made, 
and  the  action,  therefore,  was  not,  in  legal  contemplation, 
brought  until  this  last  day.     That  in  in  this  action  Travers  sued 
for  three  months'  rent  from  August  1st,  1876,  to  December 
1st,  1876,  at  the  rate  of  $250  a  month,  upon  which  he  claimed 
a  balance  of  $575,  and  a  judgment  for  that  amount  with  costs 
was  rendered  in  his  favor  on  the  law  side  of  the  court  and 
judgment  of  condemnation  entered  ;  and  that  he  has  been 
paid  the  same  in  full  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the 
goods  ;  that  the  landlord's  lien  did  not  cover  any  part  of 
the  time  sued  for,  except  from  the  12th  November,  1876,  to 
the  1st  December,  1876,  a  period  of  eighteen  days,  which 
amounted  to  $150,  and  that  the  landlord  was  entitled  only 
to  a  judgment  of  condemnation  for  the  sum  of  $150.     That 
on  the  12th  February,  1877,  Travers  brought  a  second  suit  for 
two  months'  rent  from  December  1st,  1876,  to  February,  1877, 
and  the  attachment  in  this  case  wsxs  levied  on  the  12th  Febru- 
ary at  the  same  time  with  the  levy  of  the  attachment  in  the 
first  case,  and  in  this  second  suit  judgment  of  condemna- 
tion b\^  default  was  rendered  in  favor  of  Travers  for  the  said 
sum  of  $500,  and  that  the  said  judgment  had  been  fully  paid 
to  Travers  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  said  sale  of  goods. 
That  on  the  6th  day  of  March,  1877,  Travers  brought  a 
third  suit  against  Iloover  and  Griffin  for  rent  from  Febru- 
ary 1st,  1877,  to  March  1st,  1877,  for  $250,  under  which  an 
attachment  was  levied  on  the  fund  in  the  hands  of  the 
marshal  and  a  judgment  of  condemnation  for  that  sum  with 
interest  and  costs  was  also  rendered,  and  that  Travers  claims 
the  balance  of  the  fund  in  the  hands  of  the  marshal  to 
satisfy  this  third  judgment.    They  averred  that  Travers  has 
received  out  of  the  fund  more  than  was  covered  by  his  lien, 
supposing  him  to  have  been  entitled  to  a  lien,  and  they 
claimed  that  he  should  be  required  to  repay  the  excess  beyond 
what  he  was  entitled  to  receive,  which  was  only  for  the  part 
of  the  three  months  before  the  12th  February,  1877,  reach- 
ing back    to  November    12th,   1876,  and   covering    only 
eighteen  days  up  to  the  1st  of  December,  1876  ;  and  that 
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the  whole  fund  remaining  in  the  hands  of  the  marshal 
should  be  paid  over  to  the  plaintiffs. 

The  decree  passed  in  September,  1880,  supported  this 
view  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  declared  that  Travel's  was  only 
entitled  to  have  received  from  the  marshal  upon  the  first  of 
his  judgments  the  sum  of  $150  ;  that  the  sum  of  $423.32  in 
excess  of  what  he  was  entitled  to  have,  which  was  paid  to 
him  by  the  marshal  should  have  been  paid  to  the  plaintiffs 
upon  their  judgment,  and  the  defendant  Travers  was  ordered 
to  pay  to  the  plaintiffs  that  sum  with  interest  within  thirty 
days  from  this  date. 

From  this  decree  Travers  appealed. 

Mills  Dean  and  S.  S.  Henkle  for  complainants. 

R.  P.  Jackson  for  defendant  Travers ;  and  J.  J.  Johnson 
for  defendant  Hoover. 

Mr.  Justice  Hagnek,  after  stating  the  case  as  above,. 
delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

It  is  contended  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs  that  the  order 
of  the  29th  of  March,  1877,  which  directed  that  the  first 
two  judgments  of  condemnation  should  be  paid  to  Travers, 
was  erroneous  and  should  be  reversed .  No  appeal  was  entered 
by  Gibson  from  that  order,  and  the  marshal  in  obedience  to 
its  direction  paid  over  the  money  to  Travers  ;  but  it  is  never- 
theless insisted  that  the  decree  of  the  18th  of  September,  1880, 
was  a  reversal  of  the  previous  order  although  passe4l  three 
years  and  a  half  thereafter.  This  last  decree  was  passed  upon 
the  case  presented  by  the  second  amended  and  supplemental 
bill  which  the  court  allowed  to  be  filed  *•  simply  for  the  pur- 
pose of  making  an  issue  with  the  defendant  Travers  as  to  the 
right  of  the  landlord  to  fund  in  the  hands  of  the  marshal,, 
under  and  by  virtue  of  the  landlord's  lien  for  rent,"  and 
was  entered  nearly  a  year  after  the  money  had  been  paid  over 
by  the  marshal  on  the  fii'st  two  judgments  to  Travers. 

The  leave  granted  to  file  the  last  supplemental  bill  did  not 
reserve  the  right  to  raise  any  question  as  to  the  order  of  the 
29th  of  March.  1877,  and  in  our  opinion  its  propriety  was 
not  before  the  court  in  September,  1880. 
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But  if  it  had  been,  we  think  the  order  of  March,  1877,  was 
correct,  and  should  have  been  sustained. 

The  right  of  a  landlord  to  a  preference  claim  upon  the 
goods  of  his  tenant  for  rent  has  been  acknowledged  for 
centuries  by  the  law,  and  judges  have  always  insisted  that 
its  existence  was  greatly  for  the  interest  of  tenants,  espec- 
ially of  the  poorer  class,  as  without  such  a  right,  landlords 
would  be  averse  to  entrusting  their  pro{)erty  to  the  needy, 
who  mififht  actually  be  left  without  a  shelter  fi'oni  the 
elements. 

Chancellor  Kent  declares  that  the  existence  of  this  right  in- 
culcates frugality,  industry  and  caution  in  tenants,  and  that 
the  absence  of  some  such  provision  would  tend  to  check  the 
growth  of  cities.  Ilence  this  was  constituted  one  of  the  few 
exceptional  cases  in  which  by  the  law  a  man  was  allowed  to 
be  his  own  avenger,  and  by  the  hands  of  a  bailift"  of  his  own 
appointment,  to  seize  and  sell  the  chattels  of  the  tenant  found 
in  the  house. 

By  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  District  it  is  provided  : 

"Seg.  677.  The  power  claimed  and  exercised  as  of  common 
right  by  every  landlord  of  seizing  by  his  own  authority  the 
personal  property  of  his  tenant  for  rent  arrear  is  abolished.'* 

"  Sec.  678.  The  landlord  shall  have  a  tacit  lien  upon  such  of 
the  tenant's  personal  chattels,  on  the  premises,  as  are  subject 
to  execution  for  debt,  to  commence  with  the  tenancy  and  to 
continue  for  three  months  after  the  rent  is  due,  and  until  the 
termination  of  any  action  for  such  rent  brought  within  the 
said  three  months."  The  statute  further  provides  that  this 
Hen  may  be  enforced  by  attachment,  by  judgment,  or  by  action 
against  the  purchaser  of  the  goods. 

It  is  insisted  upon  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  that  the 
recovery  of  their  judgment  and  the  return  of  nulla  bona 
created  a  prior  and  inconsistent  lien  which  should  prevail 
m  equity  against  the  lien  of  the  landlord  in  this  case. 

At  the  common  law  a  landlord  lost  his  lien  upon  the 
tenant's  goods  after  the  sheriff  had  levied  upon  them,  for 
*^  execution  took  precedence  of  all  debts  except  specific 
Jiens.    Taylor's  Land,  and  Tenant,  Sec.  598. 
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J*   :iie  -jtitute  of  Vni  Anne,  cb.  14,  it  was  provided  that 

.  ^^-,-r  :iw  Ist  day  of  May,  1710,  no  goods  or  chattels,  &c., 

'  iiii  •»'    -^^u?  iij>on  any  messuage,  lands,  &c.,  which  are  or 

^i;:i:    :c  Vase^l  for  life  or  term  of  yeai"s,  or  otherwise,  shall 

.^    lui'it,'  :o  bo  taken  on  any  execution  on  any  pretence  what- 

s.',  ^  -••    I'-.'oss  the  party  at  whose  suit  the  said  execution  is 

^ix »»  M  ■  -ialL  before  the  removal  of  such  goods  otf  the  prem- 

^^  •     .  "-cue  of  such  execution,  pay  to  the  landlord  of  said 

.-.11  >*.■>  .^rhis  bailift*  all  su(;:h  sums  as  shall  be  due  for  rent 

.»      K'   vtvmises  at  the  time  of  the  taking  such  goods  or 

•Ki    /'S  l\v  virtue  of  such  action,  provided  said  arrears  as  do 

IX ,   i'"A>-:iit  to  more  than  one  year's  rent,"  &c. 

*^)':  statute  was  always  in  force  in  Maryland.     (Sec  Wash- 

;,i;«  •:•  .'>.  WiUiamson,  23  Md.,  252).     And  as  it  was  in  force 

Kiv  'sM  February,  1801,  it  is  the  law  of  this  District. 

V.'  v-vnnpel  the  sheriff  to  pay  over  one  year's  rent  the  land- 

«'••';  may  move  the  court  out  of  which  the  execution  issuer 

•  s  ,iri  order  to  pay  the  amount  due  him  from  the  sale,  and 

»rx  motion  may  be  made  at  any  time  before  the  monej'  is 

va-a  over,  the  sherift'  being  bound  on  receipt  of  a  landlord's 

•/o::vV  to  retain  the  money. 

In  Longstreth  vs.  l^ennock,  20  Wallace,  576,  on  an  appeal 
wm  Pennsylvania,  where  a  similar  statute  is  in  force,  it  was 
^Uvided  that  a  landlord,  having  a  right  to  distrain  for  rent 
i:i  arrear,  at  the  date  of  the  issuing  of  the  warrant  in  bank, 
ruptcy,  was  entitled  to  be  paid  in  full  by  the  assignee  of  the 
l^nkrupt,  before  the  removal  of  the  goods,  one  year's  rent, 
in  preference  to  all  other  creditors. 

The  existence  of  this  right  inflicts  no  hardship  upon  the  ordi- 
nary creditor.  The  rights  of  the  landlord  are  regulated  by 
law,  and  all  dealing  with  the  tenant  must  be  supposed  to  have 
underst«>od  them.  His  lien  is  a  preference  by  common  right, 
where  not  given  by  statute.  His  right  begins  with  the  lien 
which  can  only  be  acquired  by  others,  as  the  result  of  a  judg- 
ment. The  landlord  trusts  the  tenant  with  his  property  upon 
tliC  faith  of  this  privilege.  As  the  statute  makes  the  rent  a 
valid  charge  prior  to  the  right  of  execution  creditors,  it 
necessarily  lifts  up  the  lien  of  the  rent  above  any  lien  of 
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other  creditors.  Ilonce,  if  there  had  heen  a  levy  under  the 
plaiiitilf's  judgment,  instead  of  a  return  of  nulla-bona  and  a 
sale  by  the  marshal  under  tliat  levy,  we  hold  that  the  mar- 
i^hal,  after  notice  duly  given  to  him  by  the  landlord,  would 
have  been  obliged  to  pay  from  the  procee<ls  all  rent  due  for  a 
period  not  exceeding  one  year,  up  to  the  time  of  the  sale,  and 
that  if  the  sale  took  place  during  the  month,  there  would  have 
been  no  division  of  the  rent  for  that  montli.  See  Joyce  vs- 
"Wilkenniug,  1  Mac  Arthur,  567. 

lu  Morgan  cs.  Campbell,  22  Wallace,  38,  the  Supreme 
Court  construed  a  provision  of  a  statute  of  Illinois  which 
declared  "  every  landlord  shall  have  a  lien  upon  the  crops 
growing  or  grown  upon  the  demised  premises  in  any  year 
for  rent  that  shall  accrue  for  such  vear."  After  stating  the 
probable  reason  for  the  enactment  of  the  law,  they  say,  "be 
this  as  it  may,  the  statute  does  in  express  terms  confer  a  lien 
uix)n  the  crops  growing  or  grown  \\\)OV\  the  demised  premises 
in  any  year  for  the  rent  of  that  year,  and  recognizes  for 
other  pei*sonal  property  in  the  county  the  right  of  distress 
as  it  existed  at  conmion  law.  At  common  law  tlic  landlord 
could  distrain  any  goods  found  upon  the  premises  at  the 
time  of  the  taking,  but  he  had  no  lien  until  he  had  made 
his  right  active  by  actual  seizure.  A  statutory  lien  implies 
security  upon  the  thing,  before  the  warrant  to  seize  it  is 
levied.  It  ties  itself  to  the  proj^erty  from  the  time  it 
attaches  to  it,  and  the  levy  and  sale  of  the  property  are  only 
means  of  enforcing  it.  In  other  words,  if  the  lien  is  given 
by  statute,  proceedings  are  not  necessary  to  iix  the  status  of 
the  property.  But  in  the  absence  of  this  statutory  lien,  it 
is  necessary  to  take  proceedings  to  acquire  a  lien  upon  the 
property  of  the  tenant  for  the  benefit  of  the  landlord.  This 
the  landlord  is  enabled  to  do  in  a  summary  way  to  satisfy 
the  rent  which  is  due  him,  and  in  this  he  has  an  advantage 
^  creditor  over  creditor  at  large  of  the  tenant." 

Xor  do  we  think  the  lien  of  the  landlord  was  lost  or 
inipaired  by  the  order  of  his  attorney  to  suspend  a  sale  under 
the  attachment.  Whether  such  an  order  in  other  cases 
»night  have  had  the  eftect  contended  for  by  the  plaintiffs, 
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we  do  not  think  it  could  have  impaired  the  statutoiy  lien 
which  already  existed  before  the  declaration'  in  the  case  was 
filed,  and  the  landlord's  forbearance  to  enforce  his  right  for 
a  month  would  not  have  had  the  eiFect  to  destroy  the  lien. 

In  Walker  vs.  Barton,  2  Br.  Reports,  365,  it  was  decided 
tliat  the  landlord's  lien  is  not  waived  by  an  agreement  to 
forbear  to  distrain  upon  condition  that  the  property  shall 
remain  on  the  premises. 

We  think,  therefore,  that  the  order  of  the  29th  of  March, 
1877,  even  if  it  were  examinable  now,  should  be  sustained 
as  being  based  upon  correct  principles. 

The  remaining  question  is  as  to  the  disposition  of  the 
money  in  court  amounting  to  $318.84.  / 

The  third  attachment  was  issued  on  the  6th  day  of  March, 
1877,  and  on  the  9th  it  was  laid  on  the  goods  then  in  the 
custody  of  the  marshal  on  the  premises  under  the  previous 
attachment. 

On  the  20th  the  goods  were  sold  by  the  marshal.  It  is 
insisted  by  the  plain tift's  that  the  landlord  had  no  right  to 
seize,  under  this  attachment,  goods  already  in  the  custody  of 
the  law,  and  that  the  attempted  levy  under  the  third  attach- 
ment was,  therefore,  void.  But,  in  our  opinion,  when  this 
attachment  was  issued  the  landlord  had  a  statutory  lien  upon 
the  goods  then  on  the  premises  and  the  circumstance  that 
they  w^ere  then  in  the  custody  of  tlic  mai'shal  could  not 
destroy  his  lien. 

In  the  case  of  Holdane  vs.  Sumner,  15  Wallace,  605,  the 
supreme  court  had  occasion  to  construe  the  provision  of  the 
code  of  Louisiana,  regulating  the  right  of  the  landlord  to 
recover  rent. 

According  to  that  code  the  landlord  has,  for  the  payment 
of  his  rent,  a  right  of  pledge  on  the  movable  effects  of  the 
lessee  found  on  the  property  leased,  and  may  seize  them 
within  fifteen  days  after  their  removal  from  the  property  by 
the  lessee.  In  the  particular  case,  the  tenant,  a  corporation, 
undertook,  in  supposed  pursuance  of  the  insolvency  act, 
to  make  a  cessio  bonorum  for  the  benefit  of  its  creditors 
generally,  and  the  appropriate  court  accepted  the  cession, 
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uiid  directed  thatall  judicial  proceediiijcs  against  tlie  property 
l>o  stayed  ;  and  the  syndic  took  possession  of  the  goods  and 
sold  them.  It  was  afterwards  decided  hy  the  appellate  court 
of  the  State  that  a  corporation  was  not  included  in  the 
expression  "any  person  in  the  insolvency  act,"  and  was  not, 
therefore,  entitled  to  make  a  cessio  honorum  ;  and  the  order 
jitaying  proceedings  against  the  property  in  the  hands  of  the 
syndic  Wiis  therefore  vacated.  But  it  was  held  that,  notwith- 
standiug  the  decree  of  the  court,  which  stayed  proceedings 
oil  the  part  of  the  landlord  to  follow  the  goods  and  make 
his  rent,  was  void,  still  his  lien  remuine<l. 

The  Supreme  Court  says :  "  But  when  the  goods  are  in 
cmioiUa  lef/is,  as  where  thoy  are  seized  by  a  sheriif  under  an 
execution,  or  are  placed  in  the  hands  of  a  syndic  under  a 
cessio  botiorum ,  the  lessor  cannot  exercise  this  power  of  seizure 
ji.'d  does  not  lose  his  privilege  by  not  exercising  it,  but  said 
j':ivilege  attaches  to  the  proceeds  of  the  property  in  the 
officer's  hands." 

By  the  i»rovisions  of  section  678  of  the  llevised  Statutes 
<ii*  the  District,  the  tacit  lien  of  the  landlord  "  shall  continue 
for  three  months  after  the  rent  is  due  and  until  the  termination 
'.>f  ony  action  for  such  rent  brought  within  the  said  three 
niouths." 

His  lien  for  the  months  of  January  and  February,  1877, 
undoubtedly  existed  on  the  6th  of  March,  when  the  declara- 
tion was  filed,  and  continued  until  the  termination  of  those 
proceedings,  and  was  not  destroyed  by  the  fact  that  the 
goods  which  the  law  had  said  should  be  subject  to  his  lien, 
^vere  at  the  time  of  issuing  the  attachment  in  the  custody 
of  the  law. 

We  are,  therefore,  of  opinion  that  the  rent  for  those  two 
nionths  should  be  paid  to  the  landlord  out  of  the  fund  in 
the  marshal's  hands.  The  residue  is  to  be  paid  over  by  the 
"Marshal  to  the  plaintiffs  upon  their  judgment. 
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Edwin  M.  Lewis,  Trustee  v,  Alexander  R.  SHEPHtRD. 

At  Law.    No.  13,735. 

5  Decided  March  8, 1881. 

t  The  Chief  Justicic  aud  Justicea  Wylie  and  Hagneb  sitting. 

1 .  The  court  in  Greneral  Term  wlU  hear  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  upon 
a  bill  of  exceptions,  notwithstanding  no  motion  for  a  new  trial  had 
been  made  in  tlie  couit  below. 

2.  An  alteration  by  tlie  endorsee  or  his  agent  increasing  tlie  rate  of 
interest  upon  a  promissory  note  if  made  without  the  knowledge  or 
consent  of  tlie  endorser  and  after  it  has  passed  out  of  his  hands,  is  a 
serious  and  material  change  in  the  promise,  and  is  suAlcient  to  dis- 
charge him.   . 

3.  A  declaration  in  assumpsit  consisted  of  a  special  count  against  the 
defendant  as  endorser  of  a  promissory'  note,  and  also  of  the  common 
money  counts,  ha\ing  annexed  thereto,  as  the  only  bill  of  particulars, 
the  note  sued  on,  the  defendant  being  also  the  maker  thereof,  On*the 
trial  the  note  was  shown  to  have  been  materially  altered,  as  to  the 
rate  of  interest,  by  the  endorsee  or  his  agent,  after  endorsement, 
and  without  the  endoi*ser's  knowledge  or  consent. 

H^d^  That  by  i*eason  of  the  alteration  of  the  note  there  could  be  no 
recovery  upon  the  special  count.  Neither  could  there  be  a  recovery 
upon  any  of  the  common  counts  for,  in  addition  to  the  infirmity  of  an 
altered  note  as  a  bill  of  particulars,  a  liability  as  endorser  does  not 
imply  a  further  liability  by  reason  of  the  money  that  was  advanced 
upon  the  note. 

STATEMENT  OF   THE  CASE. 

Motion  for  new  trial  upon  exceptions. 

The  plaintitt*,  trustee  of  the  estate  and  ettects  of  Jay 
Cooke  &  Co.,  bankrupts,  aud  late  bankers,  in  Washington, 
D.  C,  sued  the  defendant,  Alexander  K.  Shepherd,  in 
assumpsit  upon  a  promissory  note  made  and  endoi*sed  by  him 
to  Jay  Cooke  &  Co.  before  they  became  bankrupts.  The 
declaration  consisted  of  a  special  count  against  the  defendant 
as  endorser,  with  the  common  money  counts  added.  To  the 
latter  was  annexed,  as  a  bill  of  particulars,  the  note  sued  on, 
as  follows: 

"  Particulars  of  Demand. 

"  $2,500.  Washington,  D.  C,  December  6, 1872. 

"  One  day  after  date  I  promise  to  pay  to  the  order  of 
myself,  two  thousand  five  hundred  dollars,  at  the  banking 
house  of  Jay  Cooke  &  Co.,  value  received,  and  interest  at  9 
per  cent. 

"Alex.  R.  Shepherd. 
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''  Endorsed  :    Alex.  R.  Shepherd." 

The  defendant  pleaded  : 

"  Not  indebted  as  alleged." 

"Did  not  make  the  promissory  note." 

On  the  trial,  William  M.  Tenney,  a  witness  for  plaintiff, 
tei*tified,  "  that  he  was  connected,  during  the  month  of 
December,  1872,  with  the  banking  house  of  Jay  Cooke  &  Co., 
as  confidential  clerk  and  manjiger ;  that  this  note  was 
received  from  the  defendant  by  Mr.  Henry  D.  Cooke,  one 
ut'lhe  firm  of  Jay  Cooke  &  Co.,  and  he  gave  him  the  money 
for  it.  When  I  siiw  the  note  I  objected  to  the  rate  of 
interest,  which,  in  the  way  the  note  was  drawn,  would  have 
been  only  6  per  cent.  I  therefore  called  iMr.  Cooke's  atten- 
tiou  to  it,  and  told  him  we  should  have  a  higher  rate  of 
interest  than  that.  He  said  that  the  understanding  with 
Mr.  Shepherd  was  that  he  was  to  pay  9  per  cent,  interest  on 
the  note.  I  therefore  added  the  words,  "  at  nine  per  cent," 
as  a  memorandum  for  my  guidance  when  the  note  should  be 
paid." 

The  signature  and  endorsement  of  the  note  having  been 
proved  to  be  in  the  handwriting  of  the  defendant,  the  plain- 
titf  offered  the  same  in  evidence,  but  the  court  refused  to 
admit  it  for  any  purpose.  Whereupon  the  plaintiff,  to 
establish  his  claim  under  the  common  money  counts,  oftered 
to  prove  from  the  cash-book  of  Jay  Cooke  &  Co.  that,  on 
the  6th  day  of  December,  1872,  a  note  of  Alexander  E. 
Shepherd  for  ?2,500  was  negotiated  by  Jay  Cooke  &  Co.,  and 
J2,500  paid  by  them  on  the  note.  To  this  the  defendant 
objected,  but  the  court  overruled  the  objection ;  the  defendant 
excepting  thereto.  The  plaintiff  then  made  good  his  offer 
and  rested  his  case.  Whereupon  the  defendant,  after  having 
testified  that  he  received  no  consideration  for  the  note,  but 
received  the  money  thereon  for  a  third  party  to  whom  he 
paid  it  over  in  the  bank,  and  that  the  words,  *^  at  9  per  cent." 
hiid  been  added  to  the  note  by  some  other  person  and  with- 
^^t  his  knowledge  or  consent,  and  that  the  same  had  been 
done  after  it  had  passed  out  of  his  hands,  rested  his  defense, 
and  prayed  the  court  to  instruct  the  jury  that — 
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"  If  the  jury  believe  from  the  evidence  that  the  note 
declared  on.  when  made  and  passed  to  Jay  Cooke  &  Co.,  did 
not  bear  the  words,  'at  9  per  cent.'  and  that  in  consideration 
of  said  note,  the  said  Jay  Cooke  &  Co.  paid  the  sum  of 
$2,500  ;  and  that  thereafter  the  said  Jay  Cooke  &  Co. 
altered  or  caused  to  be  altered  said  note,  by  adding  the  said 
words  and  figures,  *  at  9  per  cent.,'  the  phiintift*  is  not  entitled 
to  recover  upon  either  count  of  the  declaration." 

The  court  refusing  to  grant  this  prayer,  the  defendant, 
after  excepting,  asked  the  following  : 

'^  If  the  jury  believe  from  the  evidence  that  the  note 
sued  on  was  originally  drawn  with  the  words  'and  interest' ; 
and,  after  l>eing  delivered  to  Jay  Cooke  &  Co.,  (if  it  was  so 
delivered)  it  was  altered  by  said  Jay  Cooke  &  Co.,  or  by 
their  agents,  upon  misrepresentations  made  to  Tenney  by 
Henry  D.  Cooke,  by  adding  after  those  words,  the  words  and 
figures  '^at  9  percent.,'  with  fraudulent  intent  to  measure 
and  change  the  liability  of  the  defendant,  and  without  his 
knowledge  or  consent,  then  the  plaintift'  is  not  entitled  to 
recover." 

AVliieh  pniyer  the  court  also  refused,  the  defendant  noting 
his  excejition. 

The  court  thereupon  instructed  the  jury  that  the  note  set 
forth  in  the  special  count  of  the  declaration,  having  been 
altered  in  a  material  matter  had  been  ruled  out  of  the  case 
and  excluded  from  their  consideration,  but  that  the  case  was 
submitted  to  them  on  the  evidence  as  to  the  reception  of 
the  money  by  the  defendant  and  from  whom  he  received  it. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for  $2,500  without  interest. 

A  motion  for  a  new  trial  was  not  made  by  the  defendant 
within  four  days  after  the  verdict,  nor  was  it  ever  made  in 
the  court  below.  Accordingly,  when  the  defendant  tendered 
his  bill  of  exceptions  to  the  court  for  its  approval,  the 
plaintiff  interposed  and  objected  to  the  signing  of  the  same 
on  the  ground  that,  as  no  motion  for  a  new  trial  had  been 
made  under  the  60th  and  61st  Rules  of  Practice,  the  justice 
presiding  had  no  power  to  sign  and  seal  the  exceptions.     But 
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Ihe  court  overruled  (pro  forma)  the  objection  of  the  plaintitt*^ 
and  signed  and  sealed  the  exceptions.  To  which  ruling  the 
plainti ft',  before  the  bills  of  exceptions  were  signed  and  sealed^ 
excepted,  the  court  signing  and  sealing  the  same. 

Walter  Davidge  for  plaintiff. 

A.  C.  Bradley  and  W.  F.  Mattixgly  for  defendant  : 

1.  The  Rules  of  Practice  do  not  require  any  motions  for 
new  trials  to  be  made  within  four  days  after  verdict,  except 
such  as  are  to  be  heard  by  the  justice  who  tried  the  cause  ; 
they  make  no  requirement  as  to  the  time  or  place  of  fLling  a 
Biotiou  for  a  new  trial  on  a  bill  of  exceptions.  Rules  61-64, 
Amotion  made  iu  the  court  in  (Teneral  Term  is  sufficients, 
^nd  sach  motion  was  filed  on  the  -first  day  of  the  term^ 
.Mcpherson  v$.  Cox,  Wash.  L.  R.,  Vol.  6,  p.  255.  O'Neal  vs. 
The  District  of  Columbia,  lb.,  332.  In  this  catise  judgment 
was  entered  \xpon  the  same  da}^  with  the  verdict,  April  21^ 
1830,  the  bill  of  exceptions  was  filed  May  8,  and  on  May  15 
an  appeal  to  tlws  court  wa.s  entered.  Upon  this  appeal  the 
<;ourt  will  consider  all  questions  presented  by  the  bill  of  ex- 
'C^ptioRs.  R.  S.  D,  C,  sec.  772.  Rules  of  I^ractice,  91.  Our 
«tat4ite  is  similar  to  the  Xew  York  3vstem  and  "  draws  its 
inspiration  "  therefrom,  (O'Xeal  -vs,  IJi.^trict  of  Columbia^ 
^^ijn-a),  and  such  ^^ractice  is  sustained  there.  Morrison  vs. 
X.  Y.&  N,  II.  R,  R.,  32  Barb.,  568  ;  Watson  vs,  Scriven,  7 
How.,Pr.  9  ;  20  How.  rr„257  ;  U  How,  Pr,. 285  :  4  E.  IX 
Smith,  510. 

2.  The  alteration  wa.s  material,  and  voide^l  tlve  note.  2 
Larsons  on  Notes  and  Bills,  545-9  ;  2  Dan'l  Neg.  Instr., 
538-348  ;  Lee  ^)s.  Starbird,  55  Me.,  491  ;  Neif  vs,  Horner? 
«3Pa.  St.,  330  ;  Fay  vs.  Smith,  1  Allen,  477  ;  McGrath  vs. 
<^lark,  56  N.  Y.,  36  ;  Evans  vs.  Foreman,  60  Mo.,  449,  452  ^ 
Fulmer  vs,  Seitz,^8  IV  St.,  237.  The  question  of  materiality 
^asfor  the  court  to  determine.     Wood  I'^s.  Steele,  6  Wall.,  80, 

3.  The  alteration  was  in  -the  interest  of  the  bank,  was 
"f^ade  by  the  confidential  clerk  and  manager  of  the  bank,  upon 
^nsHltation  withoneof  thefirms,and  was  the  act  of  the  bank, 
flie  note  passed  into  the  firm's  assets,  and  is  sued  tipon  in 
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its  altered  state.  If  not  the  act  of  the  bank  and  if  donfe 
TvithoTit  the  knowledge  or  consent  of  the  firm,  the  bnrden 
was  upon  the  plaintiffs  to  show  it.  2  Pars.  X.  &  B.,  574-7  ; 
Ileftner  P5.  Wennrich,  32  Pa.  St.,  423  ;  Nelf  vs.  Horner, 
supra  ;  Davis  vs.  Carlisle,  6  Ala.,  707  ;  Henman  vs.  Dickin- 
son, 5  Bing.,  183  ;  Simpson  vs.  Stackhouse,  9  Barr.,  186. 

4.  If  the  alteration  was  made  with  a  fraudulent  intent  it 
Titiated  the  entire  transaction  and  the  plaintiff  was  not 
entitled  to  recover  either  upon  the  note  or  the  common 
counts.  1  Pars.  X.  &  B. ;  1  Daniels'  Neg.  In.  j  Smith  vs.  Mace^ 
44  N.  H.,  568.  The  question  of  fraud  and  intent  was  a 
question  for  the  jury.  Bowers  vs.  Jewell,  2  N.  11.,  543  ; 
Davis  vs.  Carlisle,  supra  ;  Jones  vs.  Ireland,  4  Iowa,  70  j 
Beaman  vs.  Russell,  20  Vt.,  215. 

Mr.  Chief-Justice  Cartter  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court. 

Edwin  M.  Lewis,  trustee  of  the  estate  and  effects  of  Jay 
Cooke  &  Co.,  brings  this  action  in  assumpsit  upon  a  promis- 
sory note  executed  by  the  defendant,  Alexander  R.  Shepherd, 
to  himself  and  by  him  endorsed.  In  the  hands  of  Jay 
Cooke  &  Co.  the  note  underwent  a  very  serious  alteration^ 
As  originally  executed  it  was  a  note  without  interest.  As 
sued  upon  and  presented  in  proof  it  was  a  note  with  interest 
at  9  per  cent.,  a  very  material  and  serious  change  in  the 
promise  ;  a  change  of  such  a  character  and  import  that  the 
justice  trying  the  case  would  not  allow  the  note  to  be  given 
in  evidence  as  a  promise  of  the  defendant.  The  note  having 
been  thus  taken  from  the  consideration  of  the  jury,  the 
special  count  in  the  declaration  predicated  upon  it  was 
abandoned,  and  the  plaintiff  passed  over  to  the  commort 
count  for  money  had  and  received.^  Ilere  the  court  per- 
mitted the  plaintiff  to  enter  the  field  of  proof  to  substantiate 
his  claim,  which  was  b^ised,  we  suppose,  upon  the  consideration 
of  the  note  ;  and  the  first  difficulty  presented  in  considering 
the  ruling  of  the  court  below,  is  that,  attending  the  common 
count,  was  a  bill  of  particulars  consisting  of  nothing  more 
than  this  very  note  which  had  been  made  the  subject  of  the 
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special  count.  Now  how  this  note  could  be  good  for  nothing 
in  one  place  and  good  for  something  in  another  is  the  puzzle 
that  we  have  had  to  resolve  ;  and  we  have  corae  to  the  con- 
clusion that  the  common  counts  with  this  note  annexed  as 
a  bill  of  particulars  is  a  little  worse  than  the  special  count  ; 
for  it  is  patent  from  the  testimony  in  the  case  that  the  de- 
fendant's liability  was  a  liability  under  his  undertaking  as  an 
endorser,  which  does  not  imply  a  further  liability  b}'  reason 
of  the  money  that  was  advanced  upon  the  note.  In  addition 
to  which  the  common  count  upon  which  the  recovery 
was  had  was  damaged  with  the  same  infirmity,  by  reason  of 
the  altered  note  as  a  bill  of  particulars,  that  existed  in  the 
special  count  predicated  upon  this  same  note.  We  consider 
these  objections  fatal. 

The  case  is  remanded  for  a  new  trial,  with  liberty  to  the 
plaintiff  to  amend  as  he  may  be  advised. 


The  District  op  Columbia 

vs. 

J.  II.  &  E.  K.  Johnson. 

Law.    No.  19,485. 

5  Decided  March  S,  1881. 

4  The  CmBF  Justick  and  Jastices  Wtlie  and  Haoner  sitting. 

!•  nigtinction  between  public  and  private  wharves  on  the  river  front  of 
the  city  of  Washington. 

2.  The  corporation  charter  of  the  city  of  Washington  gave  tlie  latter 
power  to  control  and  make  disposition  of  public  wharves  and  to  regu- 
late and  police  private  wharves. 

3.  Tiie  corporation  of  Washington,  in  December,  1867.  passed  an 
ordinance  granting  authority  to  defendants  to  construct  a  wharf  at  a 
point  on  the  river  front  of  the  city  in  consideration  of  the  payment  of 
an  annual  rent  of  $1000  for  tlie  term  of  ten  j'ears.  The  ordinance  was 
to  take  effect  on  the  execution  by  the  grantees  of  a  bond  to  fulfill  the 
requirements  of  the  ordinance.  The  grantees  gave  the  bond  and 
entered  into  possession.  In  1878,  tlie  District  of  Columbia  brought 
an  action  to  recover  tlie  accrued  rent. 

Held^  That  the  grantees  by  entering  into  possession  of  the  premises  and 
accepting  the  terms  of  the  ordinance  made  the  latter  the  written 
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memorandum  of  the  contract,  which  was  of  Itself  sufficient  to  take  the 
ca>fe  out  of  tlie  statute  of  frauds,  although  if  necessary  tlie  court  could 
find  an  additional  memorandum  in  the  execution  of  the  bond  under 
the  requirements  of  the  ordinance. 

Ueld^  also^  tliat  the  District  of  Columbia  was  the  proper  pjirty  to  bring 
the  action. 

4  It  is  error  to  admit  in  evidence  an  alleged  ordinance  of  the  eorpora- 
tion  of  Washington  without  further  proof  of  its  enactment,  than  the 
fact  of  finding  it  printed  in  a  publication  entitled,  **'LawR  of  the  Cor- 
poration of  tlie  City  of  Wasiiington  passed  by  the  Sixty-ftfth  <"onncil. 
Printed  by  order  of  the  Council.  Washington.  R.  A.  Waters, 
printer,  1868."^ 

5.  The  lessetj  will  not  be  allowed  to  dispute  his  lessor's  title  after  he 
has  acknowledged  it  and  entered  into  jtossession,  but  K  he  has  never 
taken  possession  under  that  title,  ©r  if  the  estate  has  never  existed 
which  it  is  claimed  was  contracted  for,,  the  lessee  may  show  it  and  it 
is  error  for  tlie  court  to  take  from  the  jury  evidence  bearing  upon 
that  point. 

•..  It  is  the  province  of  the  jury,,  and  not  of  the  court,  to  estimate  under 
the  proof  the  damages  hi  an  action  for  rent.  This  is  the  uniform  rule 
and  practice,  and  if  the  court  take  the  case  from  the  jury  aft  to  the 
amount  to  be  recovered,  it  will  be  error. 

STATEJfENT  OF  THE  CASE. 

Motion^  by  both  parties,  for  new  trial  on  exceptions, 

Thi»  was  a  suit  instituted  by  plaintiff  to  I'eeover  from  the* 
rfefendants  ?15,000  for  rent  of  a  wharf  on  the  Potomac 
river,  between  Twelftli  and  Thirteenth  sti-eets  west,  in  the 
city  of  Washington,     l^laintiff's  deehiration  was  as  follows  : 

*'  The  plaintiff  sues  the  defendants  for  that^  at  their  special 
instance  and  request  heretofore,  the  Board  of  Aldermen  and 
the  Board  of  Common  Council  of  the  Corporation  of  Wash- 
ington, on  the  seventh  day  of  Decembei',  1867,  at  the  City 
Hall  in  said  District  of  Columbia,  passed  a  special  ordinance, 
which  was  duly  approved  by  the  mayor  of  said  city  on  said 
day,  whereby  said  J.  II.  and  E.  K.  Johnson  were  permitted 
and  authorized  to  construct  a  wharf  on  the  Potomac  rivei', 
at  a  point  between  Twelfth  and  Thirteenth  streets  west,  and 
erect  thereon  snch  buildings  as  might  be  necessarj'  in  the 
fishing  business  ;  said  wharf  to  be  constructed  pursuant  to 
the  first  section  of  the  act  of  Januai-y  8,  1831,  and  to  be 
conipleted  within  one  year.  In  consideration  of  which  said 
grant,  the  defendants  were  to  pay  to  the  corpoi-ation  of 
Washington  the  annual  rent  of  $1,000,  quarterly,  for  a  tei'm 
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often  years  ;  said  rent  to  begin  at  and  from  the  time  of  the 
completion  of  said  wharf,  an<l  end  ten  years  from  the  passage 
of  said  act  ;  said  wliarf  to  be  kept  as  required  by  the  second 
section  of  said  act  of  1831. 

"And  the  plaintiff  further  says  that  the  defendants 
accepted  the  terms  and  provisions  of  said  act,  entered  upon 
the  premises,  erected  said  wharf  and  buildings,  conipleting 
the  same  February  1,  1868,  and  have  had  and  enjoyed  the 
same  from  that  time  hitherto,  and  thereby  became  and  were 
liable  to  pay  to  said  corporation  of  Washington  from  tiie  1st 
day  ofFebruaiy,  1868  until  the  1st  day  of  June,  1871, the  rent 
at  the  rate  of  $1,000  per  year,  and  from  said  1st  day  of  June, 
until  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  said  rent  was  and  is  due 
to  the  plaintift* ;  for  all  of  which  rent  the  plaintilF  brings  this 
suit,  with  interest  from  the  various  dates  at  which  the  same 
became  due  under  said  act,  an  authorized  copy  of  which  is  to 
the  court  here  shown. 

"And  also  for  the  sum  of  §15,000  for  rent  of  a  wharf  on 
the  Potomac  river,  between  Twelfth  and  Thirteenth  streetvS 
west,  holden  by  the  defendants  of  the  plaintiff.  Also  for 
§15,000  due  the  corporation  of  Washington  for  rent  of 
wharf." 

The  defendant  pleaded  the  general  issue  and  the  statute 
of  limitations,  upon  which  issue  was  joined. 

On  the  trial  the  phiintift*,  to  maintain  the  issue  on  its 
behalf,  oifered  to  read  in  evidence  to  the  jury  from  a  publi- 
cation entitled  "Laws  of  the  Corporation  of  the  City  of 
Washington,  passed  by  the  Sixty -fifth  Council.  Printed 
hy  order  of  the  Council.  Washington.  R.  A.  Waters, 
printer.  1868  "  :  a!i  alleged  ordinance  of  the  late  Board  of 
Aldermen  and  Board  of  Common  Council  of  the  city  of 
Washington,  as  the  ordinance  referred  to  in  the  plaintiff's 
declaration,  without  further  proof  of  its  enactment  than 
the  fact  of  finding  it  printed  in  the  above  publication. 

This  ordinance  was  entitled,  "  An  act  granting  permission 
for  the  construction  of  a  wharf  on  the  Potomac  river,  between 
Twelfth  and  Thirteenth  streets  west,"  and  authorized  J.  II. 
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and  E.  K.  Johnson  to  construct,  at  their  own  expense,  and 
pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  first  section  of  the  act  of 
January  8,  1831,  a  wharf  and  buildings  located  as  above,  in 
consideration  of  the  payment  by  them  to  the  corporation  of 
Washington  of  the  annual  rent  of  $1,000  for  ten  years  from 
the  date  of  the  act  (December  7, 1867),  at  the  end  of  which 
time  they  were  to  convey  the  said  wharf  and  all  its  appur- 
tenances to  the  corporation  free  of  any  cost  or  charge  therefor. 
By  a  provision  of  the  fourth  section  the  act  was  not  to  take 
effect  until  a  bond  in  the  sum  of  $6,000,  conditional  to  a 
"faithful  fulfillment  of  all  the  requirements  of  this  act," 
had  been  executed  by  the  grantees. 

To  the  reading  of  this  alleged  ordinance  the  defendants 
objected  on  the  grounds — 

"  1.  That  there  was  no  sufficient  proof  that  said  pretended 
ordinance  had  ever  been  passed  or  was  an  ordinance  of  the 
late  Mayor,  Board  of  Aldermen,  and  Board  of  Common 
Council  of  the  city  of  Washington. 

"  2.  Said  Mayor,  Board  of  Aldermen,  and  Board  of  Com- 
mon Council  of  said  city  had  no  power  to  pass  into  a  law 
any  such  bill  or  ordinance. 

''  3.  Said  Mayor,  etc.,  had  no  jurisdiction  over  the  subject- 
matter." 

The  court  overruled  the  objection,  and  permitted  the 
ordinance  to  be  read.  The  defendant  excepting  to  the  ruling 
of  the  court. 

The  plaintiff  also  proved,  by  producing  the  original,  an 
ordinance  passed  by  the  same  corporation  on  the  22d  of 
January,  1868,  amending   the  ordinance  of  December  7, 

1867,  so  as  to  make  the  wharf  therein  authorized  to  be 
erected  one  of  the  established  fish  wharves  having  the  exclu- 
sive privilege  of  receiving  and  landing  such  fish  as  should  be 
brought  to  the  city  of  Washington. 

The  following  bond  given  by  the  defendants  in  pursuance 
of  the  fourth  section  of  the  ordinance  of  December  7th, 

1868,  above  mentioned,  was  then  put  in  evidence  by  plaintifts: 
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"Know  all   men  by  these   presents,  that  Mr.  James  H* 

Johnson  and  E.  K*  Johnson,  and  Charles  B.  Chureli,  all  of 

Washington  county,  in  the  District  of  Columbia,  are  held 

and  firmly  bound  unto  the  Mayor,  Board  of  Aldermen  and 

Board  of  Common  Council  of  the  city  of  Washington,  in  the 

full  and  just  sum  of  six  thousand  dollars,  current  money,  to 

be  paid  to  the  said  Mayor,  Board  of  Aldermen  and  Board 

of  Common  Council,  their  certain  attorney  or  successor  in 

office,  for  which  payment  well  and  truly  to  be  niade  and 

done  we  bind  ourselves,  our  and  each  of  our  heirs,  executors 

and  administrators,  jointly  and  severally,  firmly  by  these 

presents.     Sealed  with  our  seals  and  dated  this  7th  day  of 

February,  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  sixty-eight. 

"Now,  the  condition  of  the  above  obligation  is  such  that  if 
the  above  bounden  James  H.  Johnson,  E.  K.  Johnson,  their 
heirs  and  assigns,  do  and  shall  faithfully,  diligently  and 
honestly  execute,  perform  and  fulfill  all  and  singular  the 
requirements  of  an  act  passed  and  approved  December  7tlu 
1867,  by  the  corporation  of  the  city  of  Washington,  entitled 
an  act  granting  permission  for  the  construction  of  a  wharf 
on  the  Potomac  river,  between  Twelfth  and  Thirteenth 
Rtreets  west,  granting  to  the  said  Johnsons  privilege  to  erect 
and  maintain  a  wharf  on  the  Potomac  river,  between  Twelfth 
and  Thirteenth  streets  ;  and  also  at  the  end  of  ten  years  to 
relinquish  and  convey  to  said  corporation  the  said  wharf  and 
all  of  its  appurtenances  ;  then  the  above  obligation  to  be 
void,  otherwise  to  be  and  remain  in  full  force  and  virtue, 

James  H.  Johnson,     [l.  s.] 
E.  K.  Johnson.  [l.  s.] 

.  Chas.  B.  Church.       [l.  s.] 
"Signed,  sealed  and  delivered  in  presence  of — 

O.  S.  Baker. 
"Approved. 

"  Richard  Wallach,  Mayor^ 

Kvidence  was  also  introduced  to  the  eftect  that  in  the 
year  1867,  and  in  January  and  February,  1868,  the  defend- 
ants were  attempting  to  obtain  from  the  late  Mayor,  Board 
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of  Aldermen  and  Board  of  Common  Council  of  the  citv  of 
Washington  the  exclusive  privilege  of  receiving  at  a  wharf 
propo.se(J  to  be  erected  hy  them,  the  fish  which  should  be 
brought  to  the  city  of  Washington,  and  for  that  privilege 
were  willing  to  pay  the  corporation  one  thousand  dollars  a 
year ;  that  the  corporation  claimed  the  power  to  grant  such 
privilege,  an<l  had  before  that  time  exercised  that  assumed 
power  in  favor  of  other  parties;  that  the  defendants  were 
the  same  parties  named  in  the  ordinance  of  December  7> 
18C8;  that  they  were  partnei*s  in  the  fish  whai*fing  business^ 
and  took  {)Os8ession  of  the  premises  under  this  ordinance 
and  executed  the  bond  above  mentioned. 

The  plaintiff  tlien  rested  his  case. 

Whereupon  the  defendants,  by  counseU  moved  the  court 
to  instruct  the  jury,  that  upon  the  evidence  the  plaintiff  was 
not  entitled  to  recover,  because  of  any  of  the  following 
grounds : 

1.  Tliat  the  plaintiff*  had  offered  no  testimony  to  show  that 
the  corporation  of  Washington  city  had  title  to  or  possession 
of  the  premises  in  question,  or  that  the  defendants  were 
placed  in  possession  of  said  i)remises  by  the  plaintifl'. 

2.  That  said  corporation  had  no  legal  power  to  grant 
liitenscH  to  erect  private  wharves  on  the  Potomac;  and  the 
special  ordinance  sued  on  was  ^liro  cirea^,  null  and  void. 

3.  Umler  section  95  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  District 
x)f  Columbia,  the  charter  of  the  city  of  Washington  is  con* 
linued  in  force  for  the  purpose  of  collecting  sums  of  money 
alleged  to  be  due  said  city,  and  enforcing  contracts  made  by 
it.     Tlie  District  of  Columbia  is  not  the  proper  plaintiff. 

The  (^ouit  refusing  so  to  instruct  the  jury,  the  defendant, 
after  excepting  to  the  ruling  of  the  court,  introduced  evi- 
dence tending  to  show  that  the  wharf  and  premises  mentioned 
in  the  plaintiff's  declaration  were  at  the  time  of  the  passage 
of  the  ordinance  of  December  7,  1867,  in  the  possession  of 
t)ne  John  Pettibone,  who  chiimed  to  hold  under  the  United 
States  and  not  under  the  corpora. iu.i  t.i'  Washington,  but 
adversely  thereto  ;  and  that  on  January  18,  18o8,  Tettibone 
obtained  from  the  Chief  of  Engineers  of  the  Army  of  the 
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United  States  a  written  permit  or  license  "to  erect,  keep, 
and  maintain  tw  o  good  and  substantial  wharves  on  the  Potomac 
riverain  said  city  (Washington),  not  less  than  eighty-four 
(84)  feet  wide,  and  to  extend  from  the  water  side  of  Water 
street  between  Twelfth  and  Thirteenth  streets  west,  to  the 
channel  of  said  Potomac  nver."  This  paper,  which  was 
"Office  of  Public  Buildings,  Grounds,  and  Works,  Wash- 
ins^ton,  January  18, 1868,"  i)urported  on  its  face  to  have  been 
issued  "by  command  of  Brigadier-General  Humphreys,  Chief 
of  Engineers,  *  ♦  ♦  by  virtue  of  the  power  vested  in  him, 
by  the  act  of  the  assembly  of  Maryland,  passed  December 
19,1791,  to  license  Hhe  building  of  w^iarves  in  the  city  of 
Washington,  in  the  District  of  Columbia,  and  to  regulate 
the  materials,  the  manner  and  extent  thereof,'  and  the  several 
acts  of  the  Congress  of  the  United  States  subsequently  passed 
and  approved,  substituting  the  said  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
the  place  and  stead  of  the  Commissioners  in  said  act  of 
assembly  mentioned,  and  vesting  in  him  the  powers,  and 
requiring  of  him  the  discharge  of  the  duties  vested  in  and 
required  of  the  said  Commissioners;"  and  was  signed  ^'N. 
Michler,  Major  of  Engineers,  Brevet  Brigadier-General." 

Defefidants  further  introduced  evidence  to  the  effect  that 
all  of  Pettil)one's  rigjit  and  interest  under  this  license  had 
come  to  them  by  as.signment  from  him;  that  Pettibone  had 
always  denied  the  right  of  the  corporation  of  Washington 
to  possesr^ion  of  said  premises,  and  had  never  held  under  or 
of  them,  but  of  the  United  States;  that  the  defendants, 
notwithstanding  the  passage  of  the  ordinance  of  December 
7, 1867,  and  of  the  ordinance  of  January  22,  1868,  and  of 
the  subsequent  execution  of  the  bond  by  them,  were  not  let 
into  the  possession  by  the  plaintift's,  nor  b}'  the  Mayor,  Board 
of  Aldermen,  and  Board  of  Common  Council  of  said  city, 
hut  by  Pettibone,  and  that  they  claimed  under  him;  that 
this  adverse  holding  of  Pettibone  and  defendants  to  the 
title  of  the  corporation  of  Washington  was  well  known 
to  the  corporation;  that  defendants,  up  to  March  7,1870, 
^^i  paid  the  corporation  of  Washington  $1,740  in  considera- 
tion of  the  exclusive  *^fish-wharfing"  privilege  supposed  to 
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be  secured  to  them  bj' these  special  ordinances;  "that  this 
fish  wliarling  privilege  consisted  of  valuivblc  fees  granted  by 
law  and  usage  for  every  one  thousand  lish  landed  at  a  wharf, 
and  was  entirely  distinct  from  the  erection  and  ownership  of 
a  wharf ;  that  the  ordinance,  not  being  enforced  by  the  cor- 
poration,  and  fish  having  been  allowed  to  be  landed  at  a 
large  number  of  other  wharves  in  the  city  so  as  to  render 
the  privilege  of  no  value  to  the  defendants,  they,  on  the  7th 
of  March,  1870,  requested  the  corporation  to  enforce  the 
said  ordinance;  that  the  corporation  failing  to  protect  defend- 
ants, they,  on  a  few  days  after  the  7th  of  March,  1870, 
refused  to  pay  any  further  sum  to  the  corporation,  and  that 
they  had  never  made  any  payment  since  tlmt  date. 

The  evidence  being  closed,  the  defendant  requested  the 
court  to  grant,  among  other  praj-ers,  the  following  : 

1.  If  the  jury  find,  from  the  evidence,  that,  on  the  7th 
day  of  February,  18^8  (the  date  of  the  bond),  the  possession 
of  the  premises  for  which  rent  is  now  claimed  by  the  plaintift", 
was  in  Mr.  Pettibone  under  a  license  from,  or  by  permission 
of,  the  United  States,  and  he  disclaimed  the  right  of  the  late 
corporation,  known  as  the  Mayor,  Eoard  of  Aldermen,  and 
Board  of  Common  Council  of  the  citv  of  Washinicton  to 
said  possession,  and  never  acknowledged  it;  and  further  find 
from  the  evidence,  that  soon  after,  and  before  defendants 
obtained  possession  of  said  premises,  Mr.  Church  and  Mr. 
J.  II.  Johnson  purchased  from  said  Pettibone  his  right  from 
the  United  States,  ar.d  entered  into  possession  of  said 
premises  under  the  right  so  purchased,  and  commenced  tlie 
construction  of  the  wharf  thereon,  and  for  several  veal's 
thereafter  continued  in  possession  under  the  claim  of  owner- 
ship, by  virtue  of  the  right  purchased  as  aforesaid;  and  fur- 
ther find  from  the  evidence,  that  the  defendants  went  into 
possession  under  said  right  and  none  other,  and  have  since 
continuously  occupied  said  premises  under  a  claim  of  riglit 
by  reason  of  said  purchase,  then  the  plaintift'  is  not  entitled 
to  recover. 

2.  That  if  the  jury  find  thjit  the  party  under  which  the 
plaintift'  claims  had  no  title  to  the  premises  in  question  at 
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rtie  ttme'bf  the  pretended  leiise  to  the  defendants,  and  has 
acquired  no  title  thereto  since  said  lease,  and  was  not  in  pos- 
se:?sion  at  the  time  of  said  lease,  then  the  plaintiff  is  not 
iMititled  to  recover. 

3.  That  the  special  ordinance  of  December  7th,  1867, 
8ued  on  in  this  case,  and  the  acceptance  thereof  by  the 
defendants— if  the  jury  shotild  find  said  ordinance  and 
acceptance  proved — do  not  of  themselves  imply  the  relation 
of  landlord  and  tenant ;  and  if  the  jury  should  find  that  the 
relation  of  landlord  and  tenant  is  not  pi\)ved  by  other  testi- 
mony, they  should  find  for  defendants. 

The  conrt  refwsed  to  grant  any  of  these  prayer.^,  to  which 
refusal  the  defendants  excepted.  The  ct)art  then  instructed 
the  jury  that  the  plaintifl*  was  not  entitled  to  recover  more 
than  the  rent  which  had  accrued  within  three  years  before  the 
commencement  of  suit,  and  thereupon  instructed  them  to 
return  a  verdict  against  the  defendants  for  ^3,000  with 
interest  from  the  date  of  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  to 
which  instruction  both  {:>laintiff  a.nd  defendants  excepted, 

A.  G.  KiDDi/E  for  plaintiff: 

The  decision  of  the  court  in  the  steamboat  company  cases 
'conlii'ms  my  impression  of  the  law  tbat  the  United  States, 
as  owner  of  Water  street,  luid  the  rights  of  wharfage  along 
the  Potomac  river.  Save  by  granting  licenses  or  permits  to 
erect  wharves,  the  proprietor  has  in  no  way  exercised  any 
powers  ill  the  premises.  It  has  never  reserved  rent  for  the 
«se  of  nor  attempted  to  exercise  control,  or  enforce  police 
re^^ulations  over  wharves.  Instead  of  which  it  created  a 
municipal  government  with  general  powers  of  legislation  and 
police  over  the  territory  where  the  property  is  situated  ;  and 
I  submit  that  the  power  to  regillate  wharves  is  an  incident 
to  thi«  general  power,  and  armed  the  corporation  with  the 
""iglit  to  collect  a  reasonable  rent  from  the  wharves  to  defray 
^Jxpenses  incurred  in  their  control. 

The  7th  section  of  the  act  of  May  15,  1820,  the  charter  of 
Washington,  granted  power  over  our  public  and  private 
wharves.    This  statute  was  m  force  when   the  ordinance, 
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i  .■iiiiiiary  8, 1831,  was  passed  by  the  city  ( Webb's 
4i'.»\  which  takes  general  jurisdiction   of   the  wliole 
..:i  Slats,) 

»»v'  Av  I  of  May  17,  1848,  repealed  the  above,  and  the 
^^v^•;  %;  AviivMi  continued  the  powerover  fish  wharves.  (9th 
^^.»,^,.  -.'1*.;$.)  I'nder  this  act,  which  was  continued  tillFeb- 
■wa:\  -I.  lS7o,  the  corporation  enacted  the  fish  wharf  ordi- 
•u.:.Jc  of  July  13, 1865.     (Webb's  Di^.,  147.) 

I  I'on  an  oxaniination  of  the  ordinance  of  December  7, 
iStij',  u  willbcrteen  that  it  authorizes  the  erection  of  a 
\M  wliarf,  which  is  a  public  wharf  as  well,  and  was  clearly 
\\iiiiin  tlio  expressly  granted  powers  of  the  corporation. 

v.'K\trly  the  record  shows  that  the  defendants  went  into 
j»x»iv.o.HNion  under  the  ordinance,  became  the  tenants  of  the 
plaiulitVs,  and  are  estopped  alike  b}'  law,  the  ordinance,  and 
ihv'ir  bond,  from  denying  their  resulting  obligation. 

Tho  purchase  of  the  Pettibone  license  gives  them  uo  right 
M^aih>l  I  lie  District. 

As  to  the  admissibility  of  the  ordinance  of  December  7, 
lSt»7,  it  was  published  by  the  same  authority  as  the  other 
ordinances  of  the  city.  It  was  a  public  matter,  and  the  court 
U  now  in  the  habit  of  taking  notice  of  the  ordinances  of  the 
corporation  of  Washington. 

To  the  exception  taken  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  ruling  of  the 
coiu't,  that  the  debt  was  by  simple  contract  and  within  the 
rule  of  the  three  year  limitation,  my  position  is  that  the 
ordinance,  the  act  or  statute  of  the  corporation,  is  of  the 
grade  at  least  of  a  sealed  instrument.  1st  Chitty  Plead., 
1 1  Am.  Ed.,  p.  10b*  ;  Jones  v.  Pope,  I  Saunders,  37  ;  Croke 
(^ar.,  613. 

L.  G.  IIiXE  and  Bikney  &  Birney  for  defendants. 

1.  Ordinance  was  improperly  admitted.  1  Greenl.  Ev., 
480 ;  Gilb.  Ev.,  10  ;  Peake,  26. 

2.  Ultra  vires  of  corporation.  Taylor  Land.  &  Ten.,  sec. 
84,  85 ;  Jackson  v.  Morrill,  Cro.  Car.,  109 ;  4  Duer,  452  ; 
Statute  of  Frauds,  5,  7,  8. 

3.  Demurrer  to  evidence  was  well  grounded.      No  title 
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sliowD  in  j)laintifF.  No  power  in  plaintiiF  to  license  private 
Avharves.  Potomac  Steamboat  Cases ;  Law  of  Maryland, 
December  19,  1781 ;  see  Burch's  Digest,  223  ;  2  Stats.  U.  S., 
175;  3  lb.,  324;  14  lb.,  406. 

Washington  City  the  proper  plaintiii*.  Statutes  D.  C, 
section  95. 

Unless  the  plaintift*  let  the  defendants  into  possession  of 
the  wharf  premises  it  cannot  recover.  Doe  v.  Brown,  7 
Ad.  k  E.,  447. 

Defendants  went  in  under  Pettibone,  who  held  an  adverse 
title  to  the  city.  Rogers  v.  Pitcher,  6  Taunton,  202 ;  Gravenor 
V.  Woodhouse,  1  Bing.,  38;    1  B.  &  C,  694;  8  B.  &  C,  475. 

It*  the  plaintiff,  or  the  party  under  which  it  chiims,  had  no 
title  to  the  wharf  premises  at  the  time  of  the  pretended  lease 
to  the  defendants,  and  has  acquired  no  title  thereto  since 
said  lease,  and  was  not  in  possession  at  the  time  of  said  lease, 
plaintift*  should  not  recover.  Cleves  v.  Willoughby  7,  Hill, 
83;  IB.  &  C,694;  3  Hill   330. 

If  the  consideration  inducing  the  defendant  to  take  the 
so-called  lease  failed  by  reason  of  the  neglect  of  the  lessor  to 
perform  its  part  of  the  agreement,  the  plaintiff  should  not 
recover.    Tomlinson  v.  Day,  3  Br.  &  B.,  681. 

As  to  the  plaintift^'s  exceptions,  the  question  of  the  in- 
capacity of  the  lessee  to  dispute  his  landlord's  title  is  not 
involved  in  the  plaintitt'^s  lussignment  of  error.  The  action 
is  assunipsit;  the  limitation  three  years.  The  evidence 
shows  a  disclaimer  in  1870,  with  express  notice  to  the  pre- 
tended landlord,  unbroken  possession  afterwards  for  more 
than  eight  years  by  one  of  the  defendants,  and  no  effort  by 
the  alleged  landlord  to  assert  its  right.  The  (lisclain)er  and 
iiotice  dis.solved  the  relations  of  landlord  and  tenant,  if  they 
had  ever  existed,  and  each  party  stood  thenceforth  on  lega' 
rights.  The  landlord  acquiesced,  and  the  statute  of  limita- 
tions beginning  to  run  in  1870,  barred  the  action  in  1873, 
^ore  than  five  years  before  this  suit  was  begun.  Willison 
V.  Walkins,  3  Peters,  43;  Ang.  on  Lim.,  444;  Peyton  v- 
Smith,  5  Peters,  491  ;  7  Wheaton,  553  ;  3  John.,  288  ;  2 
Gill.fe  J.,173;  14  Peters,  162;  9  Wall.,  601;  2  McLean,  399- 
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Mr.  Chief  Justice  Cartter  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court. 

In  the  case  of  the  District  of  Columbia  v.  J.  II.  &  E.  K, 
Johnson,  while  we  have  come  to  the  concliision  that  this 
action  may  be  maintained  by  the  plaintiffs,  we  are  com- 
pelled, however  reluctantly,  to  reverse  the  judgment  and 
remand  the  case,  that  it  may  be  tried  under  proper  rules  of 
evidence,  and  that  the  province  of  a  jury  may  be  exercised 
in  the  administration  of  justice.  Most  of  the  exceptions  are 
addressed  to  incidental  questions  arising  in  the  course  of  the 
trial,  and  relate  to  the  admissibility  of  evidence  in  one  form 
or  another,  several  of  them  strike  at  the  plaintiff's  right  to 
Ve(;overv,and  l)ecome  material  in  the  case.  One  of  the  first  of 
the  objections  taken  by  the  defendant  is  that  the  city  of  Wash* 
ington  held  no  power  over  the  leasehold  or  licensed  estate  ; 
that  the  title  did  not  reside  in  the  citv  of  Washinscton* 
Kow,  if  that  be  trUe,  if  the  city  never  had  any  title  to  this 
propei-ty,  it  could  not  obligate  anybody  to  pay  rent  on 
account  of  it.  Whether  the  city  had  title  or  not  depends 
Upon  the  limitations  of  the  corporation  charter.  The  charter 
gave  it  power  to  control  and  make  disposition  of  public 
wharves,  and  power  to  regulate  and  police  private  wharves. 
It  is  claimed  by  counsel  that  this  was  a  private  wharf,  and) 
therefore,  the  city  of  Washington  had  no  right  to  make  dis- 
position of  it;  that  its  right  was  confined  merely  to  police 
regulations.  We  do  not  think  this  objection  well  founded. 
The  wharf  in  question  is  not  a  private  wharf.  The  distinction 
between  private  and  public  wharves  i.I  ♦•! :  thn  river  front  of 
the  city  and  District  is  determined  by  lac;  title  to  the 
property.  A  portion  of  the  Hver  front  was  held  by  i>rivate 
individuals  as  a  personal  grant,  by  deed,  from  the  Govern* 
nient,  with  the  right  to  make  such  disposition  of  the  prop- 
erty as  was  compatible  with  the  public  easement  in  this 
river,  and  it  was  with  reference  to  that  description  of  prop- 
erty, that  the  distinction  was  taken  between  public  and 
private  wharves.    We  think  there  is  nothing  in  this  objection. 

The  next  objection  made  to  the  right  of  recovery  is,  that 
even  if  the  city  of  Washington  did  have  title,  there  was  no 
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contract  between   these  parties.     The  plaintift*  makes  the 
contract  to  consist  of  a  certain  ordinance  transferrins:  the 
occupation,  under  given  conditions,  of  the  wharf  between 
Thirteenth  and  Fourteenth  streets  to  J.  H.  &  E.  K.  Johnson 
upon  their  performing  certain  duties  on  their  part  and  the 
payment  of  a  thousand  dollai's  a  year  rent.     Here,  then,  was 
at  least  an  attempt  to  make  a  contract.     Here  was  a  deliber- 
ate enactment  of  an  ordinance  that,  if  it  had  eiiect,  would 
transfer  possession  of  tliis  property  for  occupation  from  tlie 
city  of  Washington  to  the  defendants.     If  the  city  had  con- 
trol over  the  wharf,  they  liad  a  right  to  make  a  contract  in 
regard  to  it,  and  we  see  no  impropriety  in  its  being  done  in 
this  manner.     Instead  of  granting  power  to  the  mayor  to 
enter  into  an  indenture  of  lease  with  the  party,  the  common 
council  indentured   the   [»roperty   themselves,   and   if    the 
defendants  accepted  possession  under  this  written  declara- 
tion of  the  right   to  do  it  by  the  city  of  Washington,  the 
ordinance  became  tlie  memorandum  or  contract  between  the 
parties,  and   this  will  take  the  case  out  of  the  statute  of 
frauds.    It  was  only  necessary  for  the  tenant  to  accept  the 
occupation  upon   the  terms  of  the  contract  of  the  license, 
which  was  in   writing.      We  think   this  disposes  of  that 
objection.     But  if  it  were  necessary,  tiie  case  furnishes  the 
evidence  of  a  written  acceptance,  according  to  the  terms  of 
the  ordinance,  under  the  signature  and  seal  of  the  tenants. 
The  ordinance  provides  that  it  should  go  into  effect  upon 
the  execution  on  the  part  of  the  defendants,  of  a  bond  to 
the  city  of  Washington  in  the  penalty  of  §6,000  for  the  per- 
formance of  the  conditions  of  the  ordinance.     That  bond 
was  executed  and  delivered,  and,  thereby,  wedded  to  the 
ordinance.     Xo  written  contract  could   have   brouujht  the 
parties  nearer  together  than  they  were  brought  by  this  ordi- 
iiance,  and  the  bond  executed  in  pursuance  of  its  reqaire- 
nients.    But  just  here  we  luive  one  of  the  difficulties  which 
conipel  us  to  send  this  case  back.     It  was  objected  on  the 
trial  that  proof  was  not  made,  that  the  ordinance  of  December 
7, 1867,  was  enacted  by  the  Common  Council  of  the  city  of 
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W:i.Nhingtoii,  but  the  court  ruled  that  the  ordinance  proved 

Ni>\v,  it  18  true  that  this  is  a  purel}^  technical  objection, 
aiul  it  KK>ks  like  tryinci:  the  virtue  of  the  law  to  pause  and 
hv'Miuto  i>ver  it.  Nevertheless,  we  do  not  see  that  we  can  do 
i>thor\vi^o.  The  court  cannot  afford,  under  the  lii^ht  of  the 
law,  to  doi'lare  that  a  document  of  this  sort  proves  itself  in 
virtuo  of  itself.  If  that  rule  prevailed,  it  would  demoralize  all 
pi\>ot'.  Xor  is  this  all  ;  it  would  be  setting  a  precedent  utterly 
unauthorised  by  the  law  and  would  break  up  in  every  wa}'  the 
intoi^vily  of  evidence.  The  rules  of  hiw  in  regard  to  the  pre- 
senting of  proof  ishoiild  be  as  faithfully  guarded  as  any  other 
filatures  of  the  administration  of  justice.  We  think  it  was 
fatal  to  tolerate  the  presence  of  this  ordinance  as  a  factor  in 
the  trial,  without  having  given  it  the  sanction  of  proper 
proof.  While  there  is  a  great  deal  to  satisfy  the  mind  that 
this  was  an  ordinance  of  the  city,  yet  we  are  compelled  to 
think  its  admission  in  this  manner  erroneous. 

Again  it  is  claimed,  that  even  though  the  city  of  Wash- 
hugton  had  power  to  lease  this  property,  and  even  if  they 
did  do  it.  they,  nevertheless,  did  not  put  the  defendants  into 
possession    and    that   they,  the    defendants,  acquired    title 
from   another  source,  the  city   having  had  notice  from  the 
defendants   of   that  fact,,   and,   conse(piently,   there    is    no 
liability  to  the  plaintiffs  for  rent ;  if  this  be  true,  it  is  a 
good  defence.   It  ought,  therefore,  to  have  been  treated  as  an 
issue  in  the  case,  and  the  defendants  allowed  the  right  to 
show  that  they  had  never  entered  into  occupation  under  the 
lease.     The  law  i>ermits  that  to  be  made  an  issue.     While  tho 
tetiant   will  not   be  allowed  to  dis[)Ute  the  landlord's  title 
after  he  has  acknowledged    it    and    entered    the    premises. 
Yet    if   he  hius  never    taken  possession    under  that  title,  or 
if  the  estate    has    never  existed    which  il    is  claimed    was 
contracted  tor,  the  tenant  mav  show  it.     The  court    took 
from  the  jurv  the  testimonv  on  this  point,  instead  of  esti- 
mating  the  i)roof  and  advising  them  as  to  the  force  of  it, 
and  though  we  think  that  the  execution  of  the  bond  and  the 
presence  of  these  ordinances,  consummated  a  contract  between 
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the  parties  as  to  the  title  to  this  estate^  and  while  we  think 
and  have  adjudged,  as  far  as  in  our  opinion  it  has  been 
necessary  ID  this  case,  that  the  title  picked  up  from  Pettibone 
after  the  initiation  of  this  lease  was  unavailable  to  the  de- 
fendants to  justify  the  withholding  of  the  rent,  yet  we  think 
that  the  question  was  not  met  as  it  should  have  been. 
Lastly,  the  court  took  the  case  from  the  jury  as  to  the 
amount  to  be  recovered,  instead  of  leaving  the  damages  ta 
be  estimated  by  them  under  the  proof,  as  was  their  province^ 
and  not  the  court's.  This  is  the  uniform  rule  and  practice. 
The  court  has  power  enough  over  the  verdict.  If  a  proper 
one  is  not  rendered  it  can  be  set  aside  until  it  is  rendered* 
Judgment  reversed  and  case  remanded  for  a  new  trial. 

Mr.  Justice  Wylie  dissented  from  the  conclusion  of  the 
court,  saying  that  he  thought  the  verdict  did  substantial 
justice  between  the  parties. 
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Thomas  Knowles  vs.  Frances  Dodge  et  al. 

In  Equity.    No.  6561. 

5  Decided  February  7, 1881. 

I  The  Chibp  Justiob  and  Justices  Wtlh  and  Mao  Abthub  sitting. 

1.  The  effect  of  the  execution  by  tenant  for  life  of  an  instrument  in 
writinff,  in  the  nature  of  a  last  will  and  testament,  disposing  of  the 
fee  under  a  general  power  of  appointment,  is  to  change  what  would 
otherwise  have  been  but  a  life  estate  into  an  estate  of  inheritance,  and 
subjects  the  property  appointed  to  the  claims  of  the  creditors  of  the 
appointor  in  preference  to  the  claims  of  the  appointees,  and  the 
creditors  may  file  a  bill  after  the  death  of  the  appointor  to  subject 
the  property  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  appointor's  debts. 

2.  If  not  forbidden  by  the  express  terms  of  the  settlement,  when  a 
married  woman  having  a  separate  estate  settled  upon  her  for  life,  with 
a  general  power  of  appointment  by  last  will  and  testament,  executes 
the  power,  the  appointees  are  postponed  to  the  claims  of  creditors  for 
family  supplies  purchased  by  the  appointor's  insolvent  husband,  with 
her  knowledge  and  consent,  and  upon  the  credit  and  with  the  inten- 
tion to  charge  her  separate  estate  therewith ;  and  it  is  not  necessary 
that  she  should  have  executed  any  instrument  in  writing  evidencing 
her  intention  to  have  the  estate  so  charged ;  it  will  be  sufficient  if  the 
purchases  were  made  and  the  goods  supplied  upon  the  credit  of  her 
separate  estate,  and  she  assented  to  it. 

statement  of  the  case. 

Frances  I.  Chapman,  being  the  owner  of  certain  real  estate 
in  the  city  of  Geoi'getown,  D.  C,  and  having  in  contem- 
plation a  marriage  with  Francis  Dodge,  executed  to  him 
on  the  22d  January,  1852,  an  ante-nuptial  settlement, 
thereby  conveying  to  Dodge,  as  her  intended  husband, 
all  her  property,  real  and  personal,  to  be  held  by  him 
in  trust  for  her  sole  and  separate  use  during  her  life, 
and  ^^  so  as  that  the  same,  and  the  income  and  profits  thereof 
shall  not  be  in  anywise  liable  for  the  debts  or  subject  to  the 
control  or  contracts  of  her  said  contemplated  husband  ;" 
and  to  permit  her,  or  her  attorney  appointed  by  writing,  to 
collect  and  receive  the  rents  and  profits  and  to  dispose  of 
the  same  as  she  might  see  fit,  "  for  her  own  separate  use 
and  benefit."  It  was  also  provided  that  should  she  by  any 
writing  to  be  executed  under  her  hand  and  seal,  and  attested  by 
two  witnesses,  direct  the  absolute  sale  of  her  real  estate,  or 
any  part  thereof,  that  then  the  trustee  should  sell  the  same, 
**  and  shall  collect  and  get  in  the  proceeds  of  any  such  sale 
•r  sales,  and  shall  invest  the  same  in  bis  name  as  trustee  of 
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the  said  Frances^  in  such  manner  as  the  said  Frances  may 
approve  and  require,  and  hold  the  said  investments,  when 
made,  for  the  same  uses,  trusts,  and  purposes,  and  with  the 
like  power  and  authority,  and  subject  to  the  like  limitations 
as  are  hereinbefore  disclosed  of  and  concerning  the  original 
trust."  The  deed  further  provided  as  follows  :  "And  it  shall 
and  may  be  lawful  for  the  said  Frances,  notwithstanding  her 
coverture,  by  any  will  or  testament  to  be  signed,  sealed, 
aiid  published  by  her  as  her  will  and  testament,  to  give, 
devise  and  dispose  of  her  said  estate,  real  and  personal,  in 
snch  manner,  to  such  person  or  persons,  and  for  such  estate 
or  estates  as  she  may  see  fit."  There  were  other  provisions 
that  were  to  go  into  eftect  in  case  of  failure  to  make  appoint- 
ment, but  as  an  appointment  was  made,  it  becomes  imma- 
terial to  state  them. 

The  marriage  was  solemnized  soon  after  the  execution  of 
this  instrument.  Children  were  born  and  grew  up  in  the 
family.  In  course  of  time,  the  husband  (also  trustee)  being 
involved  in  financial  difficulties,  became  unable  to  provide 
for  the  maintenance  of  the  family.  Under  these  circum- 
stances he  was  in  the  habit  of  purchasing  from  the  plaintiff, 
Knowlts,  who  was  a  grocer,  such  supplies  as  were  suitable 
for  and  needed  by  the  family.  These  supplies,  which  were 
coHsuraed  by  the  family,  were  obtained,  it  wiis  claimed  by 
the  plaintiff,  on  the  credit  of  the  wife's  separate  estate,  and 
with  her  knowledge  and  consent.  They  were  charged  to  the 
wife  and  not  to  the  husband  ;  the  plaintiff  refusing  to  credit 
^im  on  account  of  his  known  insolvency.  From  time  to 
time  promissory  notes  were,  at  the  request  of  the  wife,  and 
with  her  knowledge  and  approval,  given  for  these  supplies. 
These  notes  were  made  to  the  order  of  the  plaintiff'  and 
signed  "  F.  Dodge,  trustree  of  F.  I.  Do<lge."  And  among 
the  proofs  was  a  letter  of  the  husband  addressed  to  the 
plaintifi',  in  which  it  was  stated  that  as  soon  as  the  condition 
^f  Mrs.  Dodge  (who  was  then  in  failing  health)  would  admit 
«he  would  execute  to  the  plaintiff*  such  an  instrument  as 
^oula  make  him  secure.  Before  the  formal  execution  and 
delivery  of  this  instrument  Mrs.  Dodge  died.     By  her  lust 
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will  aiid  under  the  general  power  of  appointment  reserved 
in  the  aute-nuptial  settlement,  devises  and  bequests  of  all 
her  estate  were  made  to  two  of  the  children  of  the  marriage^ 
no  provision  being  made  for  the  payment  of  her  debts.  At 
the  time  of  the  death  of  Mrs.  Dodge,  the  plaintiff  held  the 
notes  signed  as  above,  and  also  an  open  account  against  her 
0Htato.  Whereupon  plaintiff,  for  himself  and  other  creditors, 
Hleil  this  bill  seeking  to  make  the  estate  liable  in  the  hands 
of  the  devisees  for  debts  alleged  to  have  been  contracted  by 
Mrs.  Dodge  during  her  lifetime. 

The  answer  denied  that  the  alleged  debts  were  incurred  in 
reference  to  the  separate  estate  of  Mrs.  Dodge,  and  that  the 
marriage  settlement  did  not  empower  her  to  charge  said 
estate  with  her  separate  debts. 

On  the  hearing  in  special  term  the  bill  was  dismissed. 

Charles  M.  Matthews  for  appellant : 

The  estate  devised  by  the  deceased,  Frances  I.  Dodge,  is 
liable  to  the  payment  of  plaintiffs  claim  for  the  following 
reasons : 

1.  The  debt  was  contracted  by  her  duly  authorised  agent. 
Coal  Co.  vs.  Dyett,  7  Paige,  16 ;  Shaffer  vs.  Lehman,  2  Mac  A., 
805;  Vorhees  vs.  Bonesteel,  16  Wall.,  81. 

2.  It  was  contracted  with  reference  to  her  separate  estate, 
upon  its  faith  and  credit,  and  for  her  benefit.  The  signature 
to  the  notes  made  by  the  trustee  of  her  real  estate  indicates 
her  intention  to  charge  it,  although  the  mode  prescribed  in 
the  settlement  was  not  adopted,  other  modes  not  being, 
however,  forbidden.  20  Wend.,  570  ;  7  Paige,  9  ;  lb.,  116  ; 
37  Conn.,  319  ;  41  lb.,  557  ;  48  lb.,  571 ;  4  Allen,  349  ;  IDS 
Mass.,  561;  20  N.  J.  Eq.,  119;  26  lb.,  507;  7  H.  &  J.,  817;  1 
M.  C.  D.,  215,  218;  16  Md.,  554;  46  Md.,  856;  30  Ohio  St., 
170;  Rich  vs.  Hyatt,  7  Wash.  Law  Rep.,  104. 

3.  The  fact  that  it  was  contracted  for  necessaries  does  not 
impair  the  liability  of  the  estate.  Her  husband  was  insolvent 
and  could  not  provide  them.  8  Camp.,  22 ;  5  Taunt.,  856, 
(E.  C.  L.,  187);  9  Car.  &  Payne,  648;  3  Mylne  &  K.,  209;  2 
Sandf.,  283;  2  Wend.,  464;  55  N.  Y.,  240;  86  N.  Y.,  608;  26 
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N.  Y.,460;  8  N.  Y.,  8.  c,  128;  64  N.  Y.,  219;  40  Conn.,  468; 
IS  G.  k  J.,  289;  87  Md.,  521;  20  Ohio  St.,  878;  59  lb.,  520; 
76  ni.,  528;  61  N.  H.,  815;  47  Mo.,  504;  5  Or.  C.  C,  644;  1 
Peters,  106. 

4.  She  could  encamber  her  estate  for  her  husband's  debts, 
had  credit  been  extended  to  him  by  plaintift*.  18  Md.,  805; 
«7M(1.,521;  25  Grat.,481;  22  Wall.,  337;  2  Mac  A.,  291. 

5.  Having  under  the  settlement  a  general  power  of  appoint- 
ment and  having  exercised  it  by  will,  the  estate  is  charged 
in  the  hands  of  the  devisees,  with  her  debts;  this  under  the 
^neral doctrine  of  powers.  2  Jarman,  546;  2  Sugd.  Powers, 
28;lAtk.,465;  2  lb.,  172;  8  lb.,  269,  410,656;  2  Vern., 
285,816,  464;  2  Ves.,  sr.,  10;  2  Freem.,  264;  7  Ves.,  499 1  12 
lb.,  206;  6  Madd.,  265;  5  Simons,  562;  8  D.  F.  &  J.,  494;  4 
Privy  Council,  572;  3  L.  R.,  (Ch.  Div.),  593;  15  N.  H.,  298. 

6.  The  estate  in  the  hands  of  her  devisees  is  liable  under 
the  statute  of  8  W.  and  M.,  ch.  14,  sec.  1,  as  affected  by 
that  of  5  Geo.  II,  ch.  7,  sec.  4,  both  now  operative  in  the 
District  of  CJohimbia.  2  Bl.,  225, 817;  Alex.  Br.  Stat.,  576, 
716;  1  P.  W.,  99;  8  Bl.,  28;  lb.,  284;  2  Atk.,  125;  2  Atk., 
204;  2  Bro.  C.  C,  614;  2  Cr.  C.  C,  407. 

7.  The  estate  is  liable  under  the  Maryland  act  of  1785,  ch. 
72,8ec.  5,  and  its  supplements.     1  H.  &  J.,  469;  2  BL,  827. 

Messrs.  Gordon  &  Gordon  for  appellees : 

1.  Where  a  settlement  is  made  in  trust  for  a  wife,  with 
power  to  sell  and  convey  absolutely,  and  the  proceeds  re-in- 
^est,  such  re-investment  to  be  considered  as  the  original 
^^te,  and  after  her  death  in  trust  for  such  person  as  she 
Diay  by  will  direct,  the  principal  of  her  estate  cannot  be 
charged  with  her  debts.  4  Md.  Ch.,  68;  Eq.  Gas.,  2  Law 
Bep„  180;  2  Wharton,  11;  11  Md.,  492;  Tyler  on  Coverture, 
§311;2H.  &G.,85;  5Md.,285. 

2.  To  bind  the  separate  estate  of  a  married  woman  there 
most  be  conclasive  evidence  that  it  was  her  intention  to 
bind  her  separate  estate,  and  the  intention  to  do  so  must  be 
disclosed  in  the  very  contract  which  is  the  foundation  of  the 
diirge.  22  N.  Y.,  450;  Eq.  Gas.,  2  Law  Rep.,  180;  16  Md., 
M9;  1  Md.  Ch.,  S12. 
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Mr.  Justice  Wylie  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court :. 

In  1852,  Frances  L  Chapman,  a  young  lady,  was  owner  of 
certain  property  about  Georgetown,  D.  C,  in  her  own  right. 
In  contemplation  of  marriage  with  the  defendant,  Dodge^ 
she  made  a  deed  conveying  all  her  property  to  her  expected 
husband,  as  trustee  for  her  sole  and  separate  use.  The 
marriage  took  place ;  children  were  born  ;  but  the  husband 
being  insolvent,  failed  to  support  them.  Enowles,  the 
plaintiff,  was  a  grocer,  and  furnished  supplies  from  time  ta 
time  for  the  support  of  the  family.  The  husband  would 
make  these  purchases  as  agent,  or,  as  he  called  himself,  the 
trustee  of  his  wife,  and  in  that  capacity  he  signed  a  number 
of  notes  in  settlement  of  bills  which  had  been  contracted. 
All  these  supplies  were  for  the  use  of  the  family.  They 
were  all  charged  by  Knowles  against  Mrs.  Dodge.  They 
were  not  furnished  on  the  credit  of  the  husband,  for  he  had 
none;  he  was  notoriously  insolvent,  with  no  prospect  of  ever 
being  solvent.  The  family  would  have  perished,  or,  at  least 
been  obliged  to  separate  if  some  person  had  not  furnished 
them  supplies.  They  were  indispensable,  and  there  was  no 
way  to  obtain  them  except  upon  the  wife's  credit.  The  wife 
was  aware  that  Knowles  was  furnishing  and  supplying  the 
family.  She  assented  to  the  purchases,  and  the  proof  is 
that  she  intended  to  execute  a  formal  instrument  making 
these  claims  a  charge  upon  her  separate  property.  But  her 
health  was  declining,  and  she  died  before  it  was  done.  And 
now  this  is  a  bill  in  equity  brought  by  Knowles  against  the 
parties  claiming  the  property  through  an  appointment  which 
was  made  by  Mi's.  Dodge,  to  secure  payment  of  the  debt  out 
of  the  separate  estate,  and  the  question  to  be  determined 
by  the  court  is  whether  the  separate  estate  is  liable  under 
the  circumstances.  In  order  to  ascertain  this  we  must  look 
at  the  deed  of  settlement,  as  by  that  we  are  to  be  controlled 
in  all  cases  of  this  kind.  This  deed  after  giving  the  names 
of  the  parties,  declares :  [Here  his  honor  read  the  deed,  the 
material  parts  of  which  are  given  in  the  statement  of  the 
case.]     Here  then  we  have  an  estate;  real  and  personal,  con-^ 
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veyed  by  a  wife  before  her  marriage  and  in  contemplation 
of  marriage^  to  her  hosband,  as  trostee,  to  allow  her  to 
receive  the  rents  and  profits  daring  her  life,  and  conferring 
upon  her  the  power  of  appointing  by  will  the  disposal  of  the 
remainder  of  the  estate  after  the  life  estate  should  terminate. 
There  were  provisions  as  to  new  investments,  and  as  to  what 
was  to  be  done  in  case  she  failed  to  make  an  appointment  or 
make  a  will,  but  it  is  not  worth  while  to  examine  them,  for 
the  reason  that  there  were  no  investments  made,  and  because 
she  made  her  will  and  made  her  appointment. 

The  first  question  presenting  itself  in  the  case  is,  what  is 
the  effect  of  the  execution  by  a  tenant  for  life,  under  these 
circumstances,  of  an  instrument  in  the  nature  of  a  last  will 
and  testament  making  appointment  under  a  power?  It  was 
in  her  option  to  execute  the  power  conferred  upon  her  by 
the  settlement,  or  not  to  execute  it.  If  she  had  failed  to 
make  the  appointment,  then  subsequent  provisions  in  the 
settlement  as  to  the  distribution  of  the  property  would  take 
effect.  But  what  effect  does  the  execution  of  her  power  of 
appointment  have?  Does  it  subject  that  property  to  the 
payment  of  her  debts  or  not?  Her  life  estate  is  at  an  end^ 
of  course.  Under  the  instrument  of  settlement  she  had  the 
power  of  appointment,  and  she  has  exercised  it  in  favor  of 
her  children. 

Assuming  that  Knowles  has  a  valid  claim  against  the  wife, 
do  the  children  take  this  property  subject  to  her  debts?  Or 
do  they  take  it  discharged  of  such  obligation  ?  Now,  if  Mrs. 
Dodge  had  failed  to  execute  the  power  of  appointment,  there 
would  have  been  jio  doubt  about  it.  The  creditor  would  have 
lost  his  claim,  because  that  would  have  been  an  indication 
that  she  had  elected  to  claim  for  herself  nothing  more  than 
a  life  estate.  But  having  availed  herself  of  that  power,  the 
question  is  whether  it  does  not  bring  the  whole  estate  under 
obligations,  and  we  think  it  does. 

There  are  many  authorities  upon  this  subject,  but  I  shall 
read  merely  from  Williams  on  Executors,  vol.  2,  page  1522, 
(5th  Am.  ed.),  where  they  can  all  be  found,  and  they  fully 
sustain  the  doctrine  there  enunciated  : 
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^^  Where  a  man  has  a  general  power  of  appointment  over 
a  fund,  and  actually  exercises  this  power,  whether  by  deed 
or  will,  the  property  appointed  shall  form  part  of  his  assets, 
80  as  to  be  subject  to  the  demands  of  his  creditors  at  his 
death,  in  preference  to  the  claims  of  his  legatees  or  appointees." 

The  execution  of  the  power  of  appointment  changes  what 
would  otherwise  have  been  nothing  but  a  life  estate  into  an 
estate  of  inheritance,  and  renders  it  subject  to  the  debts  of 
the  appointor.  This  then  was  an  estate  of  inheritance,  and 
the  devisees  under  the  will  are  to  be  postponed  to  the  claims 
of  the  creditors. 

The  only  remaining  question  is,  whether  the  facts  in  this 
case  establish  the  validity  of  the  claim  of  Knowles. 

There  are,  I  may  say,  thousands  of  authorities  in  the  books 
in  regard  to  the  power  a  married  woman  has  to  make  a  charge 
upon  her  separate  estate.  There  is  no  doubt  now  that  she 
has  the  power  to  make  such  a  charge  by  a  properly-executed 
instrument,  and  some  of  the  courts  say  that  that  is  the  only 
way  to  do  it.  The  court  of  appeals  of  Kentucky,  in  Burch 
V.  Breckenridge,  16  B.  Monroe,  884,  has  taken  that  ground, 
that  she  undoubtedly  has  the  power  to  charge  her  estate  with 
the  debts  of  her  husband,  or  with  the  necessaries  furnished 
to  the  family  ;  but  that,  as  it  is  a  charge  upon  her  estate,  it 
must  be  by  some  instrument  in  writing.  We  think,  how- 
ever, that  is  not  now  the  prevailing  doctrine. 

In  England  the  doctrine  which  has  obtained,  after  a  long 
struggle,  is  laid  down  by  Lord  Brougham  in  Murray  v.  Bar- 
lee,  3  My.  &  K.,  209,  followed  by  Owens  v.  Dickenson,  1  Cr, 
k  Ph.,  53,  and  Master  v.  Fuller,  4  Bro.  C.  C,  19. 

In  that  case  the  Lord  Chancellor,  after  reviewing  all  the 
cases,  expresses  his  opinion  thus  : 

''  In  all  these  cases  I  take  the  foundation  of  the  doctrine  to 
be  this :  The  wife  has  a  separate  estate,  subject  to  her  own  con- 
trol, and  exempt  from  all  other  interference.  If  she  cannot 
aftect  it  no  one  can  -  and  the  very  object  of  the  settlement 
which  vests  it  in  her  •  xclusively,  is  to  enable  her  to  deal 
with  it  as  if  she  were  discovert.  The  power  to  affect  it  being 
unquestionable,  the  only  doubt  that  can  arise  is,  whether 
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or  not  she  has  validly  encumbered  it.  At  first,  the  court 
seems  to  have  supposed  that  nothing  could  touch  it  but  some 
real  charge^  as  a  mortgage,  or  an  instrument  amounting  to 
an  execation  of  a  power,  where  that  view  was  supported  by 
the  nature  of  the  settlement.  But  afterwards  her  intention 
was  more  regarded,  and  the  court  only  required  to  be  satisfied 
that  she  intended  to  deal  with  her  separate  property.  When 
she  appeared  to  have  done  so,  the  court  held  her  to  have 
<iharged  it.  and  made  the  trustees  answer  the  demand  thus 
<^reated  against  it.  A  good  deal  of  the  nicety  that  attends^ 
the  doctrine  of  powers  thus  came  to  be  imported  into  this 
consideration  of  the  subject.  If  the  wife  did  any  act  directly 
charging  the  separate  estate  no  doubt  could  exist ;  just  as  an 
instrument  expressing  to  be  in  execution  of  a  power  was 
always  of  course  considered  as  made  in  execution  of  it.  But 
so,  if  by  any  reference  to  the  estate,  it  could  be  gathered 
that  such  was  her  intent,  the  same  conclusion  followed.  Thus, 
if  she  only  executed  a  bond,  or  made  a  note  or  accepted  a 
bill,  because  those  acts  would  have  been  nugatory  if  done 
by  a  feme  covert  without  any  reference  to  her  separate  estate, 
it  was  held  in  the  cases  I  have  above  cited,  that  she  must  be 
intended  to  have  designed  a  charge  on  that  estate,  since  in 
no  other  way  could  the  instrument  thus  made  by  her  have 
any  validity  or  operation  ;  in  the  same  manner  as  an  instru- 
ment which  can  mean  nothing  if  it  means  not  to  execute  a 
power,  has  been  held  to  be  made  in  execution  of  that  power, 
though  no  direct  reference  is  made  to  the  power.  Such  is 
the  principle,  and  it  goes  the  full  length  of  the  present 
case.  But  doubts  have  been  in  one  or  two  instances  ex- 
pressed as  to  the  effect  of  any  dealing  whereby  a  general 
engagement  only  is  raised.  That  is,  where  she  becomes 
indebted  without  executing  any  written  instrument  at  all. 
This  point  was  discussed  in  Greatly  vs.  Noble,  3  Madd.,  79  ; 
^nd  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  ( Sir  John  Leach )  appears  in  the 
^nbseqaent  case  of  Stuart  vs.  Kirkwall,  8  Madd.,  887,  to  have 
^n  of  opinion  that  the  wife's  separate  estate  was  not  liable 
without  a  charge,  and  to  have  supposed  that  he  had  before 
stated  that  opinion  in  Greatly  t;^.  Noble,  though  he  by  no 
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means  expressed  himself  so  strongly  in  disposing  of  that 
case,  and  distinctly  abstained  from  deciding  the  point.  I 
own  I  can  perceive  no  reason  for  drawing  any  such  distinc- 
tion. If  in  respect  of  her  separate  estate  the  wife  is  in 
equity  taken  as  a  feme  soUy  and  can  charge  it  by  instruments 
absolutely  void  at  law,  can  there  be  any  reason  for  holding 
that  her  liability,  or,  more  properly,  her  power  of  aflecting 
the  separate  estate,  shall  onlj"  be  exercised  by  a  written 
instrument?  Are  we  entitled  to  invent  a  rule,  to  add  a 
•new  chapter  to  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  and  to  require  writing 
where  that  act  requires  none?  Is  there  any  equity  reaching 
written  dealings  with  the  property,  which  extends  not  also 
to  dealing  in  other  ways,  as  by  sale  and  delivery  of  goods! 
Shall  necessary  supplies  for  her  maintenance  not  touch  the 
estate,  and  yet  money  furnished  to  squander  away  at»  play  be 
a  charge  upon  it  if  fortified  by  a  scrap  of  writing?  No  such 
distinction  can  be  taken  upon  any  conceivable  principle. 
But  one  of  the  earlier  cases,  Kange  vs.  Delavall,  1  Vern.^ 
326,  makes  no  mention  of  such  a  distinction,  for  there  being 
indebted  generally  is  all  that  is  stated  as  grounding  the 
claim:  and  in  Lillio  vs.  Airey,  1  Vesey,  jr.,  227,  the  party 
who  had  furnished  necessary  supplies  to  the  wife,  was  held 
entitled  to  recover  to  the  extent  of  her  separate  maintenance. 
She  had,  it  is  true,  given  a  bond,  but  only  for  £60  ;  the 
court,  however,  held  the  creditor  entitled  to  a  larger  sum, 
the  separate  maintenance  exceeding  the  amount  of  the  bond.'* 
In  the  leading  case  of  Hulme  vs.  Tenant,  1  Bro.  C.  C,  16, 
to  which  all  the  other  cases  refer,  decided  by  Lord  Thurlow, 
he  held  that  the  wife's  estate  should  be  liable  for  a  debt  of 
the  husband  which  she  had  promised  to  pay ;  but  that  the 
execution  should  not  reach  beyond  her  rents  and  profits  in 
the  hands  of  the  trustee.  But  that  case  is  ditterent  from 
this.  There  there  was  a  power  of  appointment  in  the  deed 
of  settlement,  to  be  sure,  but  the  woman  was  alive.  The 
deed  of  settlement  was  for  the  rents  and  profits  for  her  sole 
and  separate  use  during  her  natural  life,  as  in  this  case,  and, 
non  constat,  she  had  never  exercised  the  power  to  appoint, 
and  the  relief,  therefore,  so  far  as  to  be  eftectual  under  the 
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decree,  most  be  confined  to  the  rents  and  profits  in  the  hands 
of  the  trostee  during  her   life.     Bot  this   is  a  different 

case. 

In  the  seventh  edition  of  Lord  St.  Leonard's  work  on 
"  Powers,"  his  lordship  observes,  without  referring  to  Murray 
M.  BarIee«or  Owens  vs.  Dickenson,  ''that  the  prevailing 
opinion  then  was,  that  her  separate  estate  was  not  liable  to 
general  demands  upon  her.  Considering,  however,  the  opin- 
ions  I  have  referred  to,  and  the  reason  of  the  thing,  I  think 
it  very  probable  that  when  that  question  arises  for  decision^ 
it  will  be  decided  in  the  affirmative."  Per  Sir  R.  T. 
Kindersley,  V.  C, in  Vaughan  vs.  Vanderstegen,  2  Drew,  183. 

It  is  only  consistent  with  all  the  analogies  on  the  subject, 
that,  if  a  wife  upon  whom  a  separate  estate  for  her  own 
nse  has  been  settled,  allows  her  husband  to  receive  the  rents 
and  profits,  she  will  be  bound  by  it  without  making  any 
assignment  or  transfer  to  him.  He  takes  them  and  takes 
them  for  the  support  of  the  family,  or  for  himself,  or  other 
nses,  and  that  is  taken  as  an  appropiation  in  that  way. 

In  this  case  Mrs.  Dodge's  death  has  taken  place.  I  read 
again  from  this  work : 

"  After  the  death  of  a  feme  covert  having  separate  property, 
creditors  may  file  a  bill  for  payment  of  their  debts  (Owens 
w.  Dickenson,  1  Cr.  &  P.  H.,  48  ;  Gregory  vs.  Lockyer,  6 
Madd.,  90);  and  her  specialty  debts,  as  debts  by  bond,  will 
not  have  priority  over  her  simple  contract  debts,  but  must 
both  be  paid,  pari  passu.  Anon.,  18  Ves.,  258;  Owens  vs. 
Dickenson,  1  Cr.  &  P.  H.,  68.  In  other  respects,  if  she  has 
left  a  will,  her  estate  will  be  administered  according  to  the 
ordinary  rules  in  creditors'  suits.  Owens  vs,  Dickenson,  1 
Cr.  A  P.  H.,  66;  Norton  vs.  Turvill,  2  P.  Wms.,  144.  The 
separate  estate  of  a  married  woman  is  liable  for  a  breach  of 
trast  by  her." 

I  think  that  this  point  has  been  determined  also  in  the 
case  of  Jacques  vs.  The  Methodist  Episcopal  Church,  the 
most  famous  case  that  has  ever  arisen  in  this  country  in 
r^rd  to  these  interesting  questions.  It  was  decided  in  the 
first  instance  by  Chancellor  Kent.     An  appeal  w^as  taken 
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to  the  Coort  of  Errors  in  New  York,  and  the  decision  was 
reversed.  The  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Errors  was  pronounced 
by  Chief  Justice  Spencer,  whose  name  amongst  lawyers  is 
almost  of  equal  authority  with  that  of  the  great  chancellor 
himself.  Without  enumerating  the  facts  in  this  case,  I  will 
read  one  paragraph  from  the  opinion  of  the  chief  justice  in 
17th  Johnson's  Reports,  680  : 

*^  It  necessarily  results  from  the  power  which  I  suppose  Mrs. 
Jacques  to  have  had  over  her  property,  that  she  niight  give 
it  away  without  any  formal  act,  in  the  same  manner  as 
though  she  had  been  sole;  and  her  agreement  that  the  family 
expenses  were  to  be  borne  out  of  her  estate,  especially  when 
executed  by  her,  was  a  valid  act.  She  was  well  situated  as 
regards  property,  while  her  husband  was  in  quite  moderate 
circumstances.  She  chose,  after  marriage,  to  maintain  her 
former  equipage,  and  the  husband  acquiesced  in  her  wishes. 
It  would  be  extremely  hard  and  unjust  to  throw  upon  him 
the  charge  of  her  establishment,  when  it  is  clear  that  she 
meant  to  defray  the  expense  of  it  herself.  My  opinion, 
accordingly,  is,  that  the  agreement  is  valid,  and  that  the  hus- 
band is  not  only  not  to  be  charged  with  any  sums  of  money 
expended  for  the  maintenance  of  the  family,  but  that  he  is 
to  be  allowed  for  all  advances  for  that  object ;  and  also  for 
money  advanced  for  necessary  reparations  to  her  estate." 

There  were  charges  that  were  made  against  her,  and  they 
were  large  charges,  for  which  she  had  executed  no  instrument 
at  all  to  bind  her  separate  estate.  Whatever  we  may  think 
individually  of  this  great  controversy  between  Chancellor 
Kent,  on  the  one  side,  and  the  Court  of  Errors  in  New  York, 
on  the  other,  the  doctrine  which  was  announced  by  the  Court 
of  Errors  has  prevailed  in  New  York,  and,  with  some  excep- 
tions, I  think,  throughout  this  country  generally.  And  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  in  Stephens  vs,  Beall, 
22  Wall.,  887,  a  case  which  went  up  from  this  court,  has 
gone  very  far  in  the  direction  previously  marked  out  by  the 
Court  of  Errors  in  New  York.  They  have  refused  to  follow 
the  doctrine  laid  down  by  Chancellor  Kent. 

The  doctrine  maintained  now  in  New  York,  and  generally 
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in  this  country^  and  the  doctrine  which  has  been  recognized 
and  enforced  by  the  Sopreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in 
Stephens  vs.  Beall,  is  this  :  That  where  an  estate  is  settled 
upon  a  married  woman  for  her  own  sole  and  separate  use  she 
is  the  only  person  to  dispose  of  that  estate.  Her  husband 
cannot  do  anything  with  it.  The  object  of  that  settlement 
is  to  bind  his  hands  with  fetters,  and  to  leave  her  free  as  a 
feme  sole.  She  can  do  with  her  separate  estate  whatever  she 
chooses,  unless  by  the  deed  of  settlement  her  hands  are 
boand.  But  so  far  as  her  hands  are  unbound,  she  is  at 
liberty  to  act  as  a/wwe  sole,  or  any  other  person.  And  even 
when  this  deed  of  settlement  requires  that  her  charge  upon 
the  estate  shall  be  made  by  deed,  she  may  make  the  change 
by  will  and  by  reversion.  If  the  title  is  complete  in  her, 
she  can  charge  and  encumber  it  with  everything  which  she 
is  not  forbidden.  If  she  can  charge  the  estate  in  that  way, 
she  may  contract  debts  in  regard  to  the  estate.  Then  it 
becomes  a  question  of  fact  to  be  determined  by  every  court, 
in  each  case,  according  to  its  circumstances,  to  whom  the 
credit  was  given.  If  the  credit  was  given  to  the  married 
woman  and  she  assented  to  it,  if  the  purchases  were  made 
and  the  goods  supplied  to  her^  good  faith  requires  that  her 
estate  shall  answer  for  it.  It  would  be  a  fraud  on  her  part 
to  allow  her  to  repudiate  a  debt  which  she  herelf  had  con- 
tracted in  this  way,  for  the  maintenance  of  her  otherwise 
helpless  family  and  herself.  And  we  think  that,  in  reaching 
this  conclusion  y  we  have  not  gone  beyond  the  authorities 
which  now  prevail  generally  in  regard  to  this  question. 
These  views  lead  us  inevitably  to  a  reversal  of  the  decree 
below. 
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First,  It  is  insisted  upon  the  part  of  the  railroad  company 
that  the  magistrate  was  without  jurisdiction  to  issue  a 
warrant  in  either  case,  upon  the  application  of  the  plaintiffs 
as  the  statute  under  which  he  professed  to  act  provided  only 
for  the  issuing  of  such  warrant  upon  the  application  and  re- 
quest of  the  railroad  company. 

The  second  section  of  the  act  of  Congress  of  the  5th  of 
February,  1867,  authorizing  the  extension,  &c.,  of  a  lateral 
branch  of  the  Baltimore  and  Potomac  railroad  into  and 
within  the  District  of  Columbia,  provided  that,  before  the 
railroad  company  shall  proceed  to  construct  any  railroad 
which  they  may  lay  out  or  locate  over  any  land,  Ac,  within 
the  District,  they  shall  first  obtain  the  assent  of  the  owner 
of  such  land,  &c.,  "  or  if  such  owner  shall  be  absent  from 
said  District,  or  shall  refuse  to  give  such  assent  on  such  terma 
as  said  company  shall  approve,  or  because  of  infancy,  cover- 
ture, &c.,  shall  be  legally  incapable  of  giving  such  assent, 
then  it  shall  be  lawful  /<w  the  said  company  to  apply  to  a 
justice  of  the  peace  for  the  County  of  Washington,  who 
shall  thereupon  issue  his  warrant  directed  to  the  marshal 
requiring  him  to  summon  a  jury  which  should  meet  on  the 
land  and  "  proceed  to  value  the  damages  which  the  owner  of 
such  land  will  sustain  by  the  use  or  occupation  of  the  same 
required  by  the  said  companj'." 

The  act  of  the  21st  of  May,  1872  (entitled  "An  act  to 
confirm  the  action  of  the  board  of  aldermen  and  common 
council  of  the  City  of  Washington,  designating  a  depot  site 
for  the  Baltimore  and  Potomac  Railroad  Company,  and  for 
other  purposes  "),  declared  that  "  the  Baltimore  and  Potomac 
Railroad  Company  shall  have  the  right  to  extend  its  track 
from  Virginia  avenue  along  Sixth  street  to  the  open  grounds 
between  Sixth  street  and  B  street  north,  and  the  canal,  de- 
scribed as  follows : " 

*  *  *  "  The  said  company  shall  lay  no  more  than  two 
tracks  along  said  Sixth  street,  and  as  near  as  practicable  in 
the  centre  of  said  street :  Provided^  That  the  said  company 
shall  pay  the  ownera  of  private  property  along  the  line  of 
Sixth  street,  north  of  Virginia  avenue,  by  which  the  said 
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railroad  passes,  any  damage  which  the  said  property  may 
flUBtain  by  reason  of  the  laying  of  its  track  along  the  said 
8ixth  street,  and  the  said  damages,  if  any,  shall  be  ascer- 
tained in  manner  and  form  as  provided  by  the  act  of  Congress 
approved  February  5, 1867,  &c.,  it  being  understood  that  the 
question  of  damages  herein  referred  to  shall  be  confined  to 
the  question  of  appreciation  and  depreciation  of  the  value  of 
the  property  situated  along  said  street." 

The  condemnation  provided  for  in  the  act  of  1867  applied 
to  cases  where  the  railroad  desired  to  obtain  permission  to 
layout  or  locate  Us  road  over  any  land  within  the  District, 
and  failed  to  obtain  the  assent  of  the  owner  of  such  land,  for 
any  of  the  reasons  therein  set  forth;  in  that  case  the  company 
was  to  make  the  application  to  a  justice  of  the  peace.  But 
that  proceeding  was  not  to  be  resorted  to  by  the  company 
where  tlie  owner  had  already  given  his  consent. 

By  the  act  of  1872,  the  United  States,  the  owner  of  Sixth 
street,  expressly  gave  its  consent  to  the  location  by  the  rail- 
road company  of  its  track  along  that  street  from  Virginia 
avenue  to  B  street.  No  inquisition,  therefore,  was  necessary 
at  the  instance  of  the  company,  or  of  any  one  else,  to  obtain 
the  assent  thus  already  given  for  the  laying  of  the  track. 
But  the  act  declared  that  the  amount  which  the  company 
should  pay  to  the  owners  of  private  property  along  Sixth 
street,  for  any  damage  which  said  property  might  sustain  by 
reason  of  the  laying  of  the  track  along  Sixth  street,  should 
be  ascertained  in  manner  and  form  as  provided  by  the  act 
of  Congress  of  February  5, 1867. 

The  inquiry  thus  authorized  to  be  instituted  was  for  a 
different  purpose  from  that  specified  in  the  original  law; 
although  the  form  of  an  inquisition  was  adopted  as  a 
convenient  mode  of  ascertaining  the  amount  the  company 
should  pay  on  account  of  "  the  depreciation  of  the  value  of 
the  property  situated  along  said  street." 

It  was  certain  that  the  only  party  who  could  complain  of 

SQch  damage  would  be  the  owner  of  the  property,  and  that 

the  company  would  never  make  application  to  inaugurate 

proceedings  to  cause  itself  to  be  mulcted  in  damages.    The 
8 
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act  of  1872  nevertheless  plainly  contemplated  such  proceed- 
ings, and  it  cannot  be  concluded,  bj'  any  fair  construction, 
that  the  inauguration  of  the  proceedings  by  inquisition  was 
to  rest  only  upon  the  pleasure  of  the  company.  Such  a 
construction  would  practically  nullify  fill  benefit  that  the 
owners  of  property  could  claim  under  the  law. 

We  think  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  in 
Baltimore  and  Potomac  Kailroad  Company  vs.  The  Trustees 
of  the  Sixth  Presbyterian  Church,  1  Otto,  127,  recognized 
the  right  of  an  owner  of  private  property  to  proceed  by 
inquisition  under  the  act  of  1872.  In  that  case  compensa- 
tion was  claimed  by  the  trustees  of  the  church  against  thia 
company  for  the  damage  resulting  to  the  church  property 
from  the  laying  of  the  tracks,  and  the  magistrate,  upon  the 
application  of  the  trustees,  issued  the  warrant  under  which 
judgment  was  given  in  favor  of  the  church.  After  full 
argument,  in  which  a  number  of  objections  were  interposed 
on  behalf  of  the  company,  the  award  was  affirmed  by  the 
Supreme  Court ;  which  could  not  have  been  the  case  if  the 
court  had  been  of  opinion  that  the  whole  proceeding  was 
void,  because  not  inaugurated  by  the  company. 

Second.  It  is  insisted  on  behalf  of  the  railroad  company 
that  inasmuch  as  the  company  had  completed  the  laying  of 
its  tracks  along  Sixth  street  about  the  1st  of  July,  1872,  and 
these  warrants  were  issued  nearly  seven  years  after  that 
date,  the  proceeding  is  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations. 

The  statute  of  limitations  in  force  in  this  District,  which 
is  the  Maryland  act  of  1715,  chapter  23,  section  2,  declares 
that  "  all  actions  of  trespass  quare  claiisum  fregiiy  all  actions 
of  trespass,  detinue,  sur-trover,  or  replevin  for  carrying  away 
goods  or  chattels,  all  actions  of  account,  contract,  debt,  book, 
or  upon  the  case,  other  than  such  accounts  as  concern  the 
trade  or  merchandise  between  merchants  and  merchants, 
their  factors  and  servants,  which  are  not  residents  within  this 
province,  all  actions  of  debt  for  lending,  or  contract  without 
specialty,  all  actions  of  debt  for  arrearages  of  rent,  all  actions^ 
of  assault,  menaces,  battery,  wounding  and  imprisonment, 
or  any  of  them,  which  shall  be  sued  or  brought  by  any  person 
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or  persons  within  this  province,  at  any  time  after  the  end 
of  this  present  session  of  assembly,  shall  be  commenced  or 
sued  within  the  time  of  limitation  hereafter  expressed,  and 
not  after;  that  is  to  say,  the  said  actions  of  acconnt  and  the 
said  actions  upon  the  ciise,  upon  simple  contract,  book,  debt, 
or  account,  and  the  said  actions  for  debt,  detinue,  and  re- 
plevin for  goods  and  chattels,  and  the  said  action  for  trespass 
guore  clausum  fregif^  within  three  years  ensuing  the  cause  of 
such  action  and  not  after,  and  the  said  actions  on  the  case  for 
words,  and  actions  of  trespass,  of  assault,  battery,  wounding 
and  imprisonment,  or  any  of  them,  within  one  year  from 
the  time  of  the  cause  of  such  action  accruing,  and  not 
after." 

By  section  6  it  is  declared  that  "  no  bill,  bond,  judgment, 
recognizance,  statute  merchant,  or  of  the  staple,  or  other 
specialty  whatsoever,  except  such  as  shall  be  taken  in  the 
name  of  our  sovereign  lord,  the  king,  his  heirs  and  succes- 
sors, shall  be  good  and  pleadable  or  admitted  in  evidence 
against  any  person  or  persons  in  this  province  after  the  prin- 
cipal debtor  and  creditor  have  been  both  dead  twelve  years, 
or  the  debt  or  thing  in  action  above  twelve  years  standing," 
4c. 

The  right  to  recover  damages  for  the  depreciation  of  the 
plaintiffs  property  by  the  inquisition  arises  solely  under  the 
Btatute  of  1872,  and  it  is  well  settled  that  where  the  liability 
of  a  defendant  is  created,  not  merely  by  the  act  of  the  par- 
ties, but  by  the  positive  provisions  of  a  statute,  the  plain- 
tiffs remedy  is  not  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations. 
Angel  on  Limitations,  sec.  8,  p.  80. 

It  is  equally  well  settled  that  the  statute  of  limitations  will 
not  be  held  to  embrace  any  proceedings  at  law  not  therein 
enumerated.  But  in  none  of  the  provisions  of  our  statute  is 
allusion  made  to  a  proceeding  by  inquisition.  The  statute, 
in  words,  applies  to  "  all  actions  of  trespass,"  Ac,  and  de- 
chires  that  said  actions  shall  be  brought  within  the  desig- 
nated periods.  The  proceeding  by  inquisition  cannot  be  re- 
garded as  an  action  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute.  It 
has  been  held  that  limitations  is  not  a  bar  to  proceedings  by 
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way  of  distress  for  rent.  Longwell  vs.  Ridinger,  1  Gill,  67. 
Xor  to  a  suit  against  a  sheriff  for  an  escape.  French  vs. 
O'Neal,  2  Harris  &  McIIenry,  401.  Nor  to  a  suit  against  a 
sheriff  for  a  false  return  to  a  Jieri  facias.  Newcomer  cs. 
Keedy,  2  Md.,  19.  Nor  to  a  distress  for  taxes.  Hogau  vs. 
Ingle,  2  Cranch  Cir.  Ct.  Rep.,  354.  So  debt  on  an  indenture 
reserving  rent,  is  not  within  the  statute.  Angel  on  Limita- 
tions, sec.  87. 

These  decisions  proceed  upon  the  theory  that  the  statute 
of  limitations  will  not  be  extended  to  cases  not  expressly 
within  its  provisions. 

In  this  case  it  was  in  the  power  of  the  railroad  company 
itself  to  have  insured  the  commencement  of  the  proceeding 
within  the  three  years.  But  having,  during  all  this  interval, 
availed  itself  of  the  grant  and  neglected  any  offer  of  compen- 
sation to  the  parties  aggrieved,  and  taken  no  steps  to  expedite 
an  examination  of  the  extent  of  the  injury,  it  cannot  be 
permitted  to  avail  itself  of  the  delay  for  which  the  company 
itself  may  be  justly  held  accountable.  United  States  v. 
Clark,  96  U.  S.,  43. 

Third.  It  is  objected  that  actions  at  law  in  behalf  of  these 
plaintiffs  against  this  defendant  are  pending  and  undecided 
on  the  la\y  side  of  this  court,  in  respect  of  the  identical 
matters  and  things  complained  of  and  set  forth  in  these  pro- 
ceedings. If  we  are  at  liberty  to  consider  the  matters 
alleged  in  this  exception  as  admitted,  it  is  enough  to  say 
that  the  only  recovery  which  could  be  had  in  those  suits  by 
the  plaintiff  would  be  in  respect  of  temporary  or  transitory 
damages  accrued  up  to  the  time  of  the  inception  of  those 
actions;  whereas  this  proceeding,  which  is  not  a  suit  in  the 
sense  of  the  law,  is  instituted  to  ascertain  for  all  time  the 
amount  of  permanent  damage  sustained  by  the  plaintiffs. 
Whatever  recovery  might  be  had  in  those  cases  would  be  a 
proper  subject  for  consideration  by  the  jury  on  the  inquisition, 
by  way  of  reducing  the  amount  of  their  award. 

Fourth.  We  are  of  opinion  that  the  action  of  the  marshal 
in  striking  names  from  the  panel  on  the  refusal  of  the 
defendants'   attorney  to  perform  this  duty  was  perfectly 
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proper.  Unless  this  was  so,  it  would  be  possible  in  any  case 
for  a  party  defendant  to  frustrate  justice  and  prevent  the 
rendition  of  a  verdict  by  refusing  to  strike  from  the  panel. 

Fifth.  There  is  no  force  in  the  objection  that  the  same 
twenty  jurors  were  presented  as  a  panel  in  each  case.  The 
same  panel  serves  at  a  long  term  of  the  court  where  a 
hundred  cases  may  be  tried.  Practically  the  jury  in  each 
separate  trial,  however,  is  a  distinct  one. 

Sixth,  On  its  face  the  proceedings  in  each  of  these  cases 
are  regular,  and  the  presumption  of  course  would  be  that  the 
jury  acted  properly.  We  cannot,  therefore,  consider  the 
objections  as  to  whether  a  sufficient  number  of  witnesses 
were  sworn  or  examined  as  to  the  amount  of  the  alleged 
injuries. 

Seventh.  These  are  all  the  exceptions  which  are  common 
to  all  the  cases  ;  but  in  the  case  of  Springman  another 
objection  is  interposed  which  we  think  is  well  founded.  It 
appears  that  at  the  time  the  track  was  laid  the  property  now 
owned  by  Springman  belonged  to  other  pereons,  and  was 
conveyed  to  him  subsequently.  In  our  opinion  he  is  not 
entitled  to  recover  damages  for  the  depreciation  of  the 
property  by  the  laying  of  the  track  ;  both  upon  principle 
andaothority. 

In  Mills  on  Eminent  Domain,  chap.  8,  sec.  66,  the  author 
says:  "A  claim  of  damages  and  a  title  to  land  may  be 
distinct.  Damages  for  taking  and  injury  to  land  belong  to 
the  owner  at  the  time  of  the  injur j/,  and  do  not  pass  to  a  subse- 
quent vendee.  The  owner  alone  can  take  advantage  of  a 
claim  for  damages,  and  if  he  does  not  claim,  his  subsequent 
vendee  cannot." 

In  11  Richardson's  South  Carolina  Reports,  91,  Lewis  vs. 
Wilmington  and  Manchester  Railroad  Company,  it  is  said: 
"The  right  to  claim  compensation  from  the  railroad  for  land 
taken  from  the  track  of  their  road  belongs  to  the  owner  of 
the  track  at  the  time  the  road  was  finished  through  it,  or  to 
his  legal  representatives,  and  not  to  a  vendee  who  purchased 
the  track  from  the  owner  after  the  road  was  finished 
though  it." 
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So  in  26  Vermont,  670,  Rand  vs.  The  Town  of  Townshend, 
where  an  owner  of  land  brought  an  action  against  the  town- 
ship for  the  value  of  land  condemned  for  the  road.  It 
appeared  that  the  road  was  not  ready  for  use  or  open  to  the 
public  at  the  time  the  claimant  purchased  the  land,  although 
it  had  been  laid  down  before  his  purchase.  The  court  say: 
"We  think  the  owner  of  the  land  at  the  time  the  road  is 
laid  out  is  the  person,  and  the  only  person  to  bring  this 
petition."    See  also  1  Redfield  on  R.  R.,  350,  376. 

It  is  but  fair  to  presume  that  Springman,  at  the  time  of 
the  purchase,  took  into  consideration  the  depreciation  which 
had  taken  place  in  the  value  of  the  property  in  consequence 
of  the  laying  of  the  track,  and  that  he  obtained  the  property 
for  a  lower  price  in  consequence  of  this  depreciation. 

It  would  be,  therefore,  inequitable  that  he  should  be  allowed 
for  that  a  second  time  by  an  award  in  his  favor  on  this 
inquisition. 

It  results  from  these  views  that  this  exception  in  Spring- 
man's  case  is  ruled  good  and  those  in  the  three  other  cases 
are  overruled  and  the  awards  as  to  them  affirmed. 
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Talbot  C.  Murray  vs,  Wilson  Ager  et  al. 

In  Equity.    No.  6545. 

5  Decided  March  8, 1881. 

i  The  Chief  Justice  and  Justices  Wtlie  and  Haonkb  sittinir* 

A  court  of  equity  may  direct  the  sale  of  the  interest  of  an  inventor  in  his 
pttent,  in  order  to  satisfy  a  judgment  obtained  against  him  in  a  court 
of  law,  (the  writ  of  execution  having  been  returned  nuUa  bona:)  and  for 
that  purpose  will  require  the  patentee  to  make  an  assignment  of  the 
patent  as  provided  in  section  4898 of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United 
States,  and  in  the  event  of  the  refusal  of  the  patentee  to  do  so,  will 
appoint  a  trustee  with  authority  to  execute  the  same. 

The  Case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

HiNK  &  Thomas,  foi-  plaintiff,  cited  14  How.,  528. 

T.  T.  Crittenden  and  Warrick  Martin,  for  defendants, 
cited  Vaughan  cs.  Northrup,  15  Pet.,  1;  Stevens  vs.  Glading, 
17  How.,  451;  Cooper  vs,  Gunn;  4  B.  Monroe,  596;  Swain 
w.  Guild,  1  Gall.,  497;  Ashcroft  vs,  Walworth,  1  Holmes, 
152;  Gozler  vs.  Wilder,  10  How.,  477;  Miller  vs.  Taylor,  4 
Burrows,  2303.  As  to  the  case  of  Stevens  vs.  Cady,  14 
How.,  528,  cited  by  plaintiffs  to  sustain  their  bill,  the 
question  before  the  court  was  not  whether  a  court  of  equity 
could  decree  a  seizure  and  sale  of  a  patent  right  to  pay  a 
judgment  at  law.  No  such  question  being  before  the  court, 
no  such  question  was  decided.  The  question  was  whether 
the  seizure  and  sale  of  the  plates  for  a  map,  carried  with  it 
the  right  to  print  and  publish  that  map.  The  court  decided 
this  in  the  negative. 

Mr.  Justice  Haoner  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  bill  in  this  case,  filed  by  Talbot  C.  Murray,  alleges 
the  recovery  by  him  of  a  judgment  on  the  law  side  of  this 
court  against  the  defendant  Wilson  Ager  and  others  for 
^)164.66;  that  an  execution  was  issued  upon  the  judgment, 
^hich  was  returned  nulla  bona  by  the  marshal ;  that  the 
<lefendant,  Wilson  Ager,  is  the  inventor  and  owner  of  certain 
^ventions  secured  to  him  by  letters-patent  from  the  United 
States,  which  are  described  in  the  bill,  "  for  improvement 
^li  nuicbines  and  processes  for  decorticating  grain ; "  that  tl^e 
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complainant  is  without  any  means  of  realizing  his  judgment, 
except  by  the  subjection  of  the  patent  right  to  its  payment, 
and  it  prays  that  the  rights  of  the  patentee  may  be  sold 
under  the  decree  of  the  court  and  the  proceeds  applied  to  the 
payment  of  the  judgment;  that  an  injunction  may  be  granted 
to  restrain  the  defendant  Wilson  Ager  from  selling  or  assign- 
ing the  patents  during  the  pendency  of  the  suit ;  and  that 
after  sale  has  been  made  he  may  be  compelled  to  execute 
such  assignment  of  the  patents  to  the  purchaser  as  may  be 
necessary  to  vest  the  title  in  conformity  with  the  patent 
laws  of  the  United  States,  or  in  the  event  of  his  failure  to- 
do  so,  that  a  trustee  may  be  appointed  to  execute  the  assign- 
ments. 

The  defendant's  answer  admits  the  rendition  of  the 
judgment,  the  return  of  the  execution  unsatisfied,  and  that 
he  is  the  owner  of  the  patent  rights  described  in  the  bill; 
but  he  claims  that  these  are  not  subject  to  seizure  and  sale 
under  the  proceedings  instituted  by  the  complainant. 

The  court  below  passed  a  decree  dismissing  the  bill,  and 
th6  complainant  appealed  to  this  court. 

The  question  involved  in  the  case  is  one  of  great  interest 
and  of  novelty,  so  far  as  we  have  been  able  to  discover. 

It  is  insisted  upon  the  part  of  the  patentee  that  the  rights 
secured  to  him  by  his  patent  cannot  be  made  the  subject  of 
pale  by  any  process  at  law,  or  in  equity,  against  his  consent. 

The  Constitution,  by  Article  I,  section  8,  declares  that 
Congress  shall  have  power  to  promote  the  progress  of  science 
and  the  useful  arts  by  securing  for  limited  times  to  authors 
and  inventors  the  exclusive  right  to  their  respective  writings 
and  discoveries.  In  conformity  with  this  provision  a  careful 
system  of  laws  has  been  devised  regulating  the  issue  of 
patents  and  directing  the  mode  in  which  they  may  be 
assigned.  Section  4898  of  the  Revised  Statutes  declarer 
that  every  such  patent,  or  interest  therein,  shall  be  assignable 
in  law  by  an  instrument  in  writing,  and  that  such  assign- 
ment or  conveyance  shall  be  void  as  against  any  subsequent 
purchaser  or  mortgagee,  for  valuable  consideration  without 
notice,  unless  recorded   in  the  Patent  Office  within  three 
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months  from  its  date.  Section  4896  prescribes  the  mode  in 
which  a  patent  may  be  issued  to  an  executor  or  administrator 
of  an  inventor,  in  trust  for  his  heirs-at-law,  or  devisees,  in 
case  of  the  death  of  the  patentee  before  the  issue  of  the 
patent,  and  declares  that  the  patent  shall  be  enjoyed  by  his 
representatives,  or  devisees,  in  as  full  manner  and  on  the 
same  terms  and  conditions  as  it  might  have  been  enjoyed  by 
the  original  patentee.  Similar  provisions  exist  in  the  stat- 
utes with  reference  to  copyrights,  which  are  declared  to  be 
a^gnable  by  an  instrument  in  a  prescribed  form  to  be 
recorded  in  the  office  of  the  Librarian  of  Congress. 

It  is  contended  upon  the  part  of  the  patentee  that  it  is 
well  ^ttled  upon  authority  that  the  patent  right  in  the 
hand  of  the  inventor  cannot  be  made  the  subject  of  sale 
under  an  execution  at  law,  and  the  case  in  14  Howard,  628, 
Stevens  vs.  Cady,  is  relied  upon  as  establishing  this  propo- 
sition. It  is  to  be  observed  that  the  case  refers  to  a 
copyright  and  not  to  a  patent  right,  and  although  it  is 
intimated  in  the  case  of  Stevens  vs.  Gladding,  in  17  Howard, 
454,  that  there  is  no  common  law  copyright  in  this  country, 
it  is  well  settled  that  there  existed  at  the  common  law  a 
marked  distinction  between  the  rights  of  an  author  to  his 
writings  and  those  of  an  inventor  in  his  invention.  The 
authorities  declared  that,  independent  of  statute,  or  of  grant 
from  the  government,  an  author  had  a  right  to  the  exclusive 
publication  of  his  writings,  while  no  such  exclusive  right 
existed,  independent  of  statute,  in  an  inventor  ;  and  that 
no  action  could  be  maintained  by  an  inventor  before  the 
grant  of  a  patent,  for  the  unauthorized  use  of  the  invention. 
Ciaylor  vs.  Wilder,  10  Howard.  477,  "An  inventor,  in 
fact,"  says  an  approved  authority,  "does  not  create,  but 
only  invents  or  finds  out  something  which  had  a  prior 
existence,  although  unknown  to  the  world,  in  precisely  the 
flame  way  that  persons  make  discoveries  in  geography  and 
astronomy.  If  Milton  had  not  written  Paradise  Lost,  it  is 
extreinely  improbable  that  it  would  ever  have  been  written 
at  all.  But  if  Watt  had  never  published  his  invention,  it 
would  most  probably  have  been  discovered  long  ere  now, 
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that  a  condensing  steam  engine  is  worked  with  more  econ- 
omy when  the  steam  is  condensed  in  a  separate  vessel,  and 
not  in  the  cylinder."     Hindmarsh  on  Patents,  228. 

But  conceding  that  patent  rights  and  copyrights  stand  on 
the  same  footing,  let  us  examine  how  the  decision  in  14 
Howard  controls  the  present  inquiry.  The  facts  of  that 
case  are,  that  the  complainant  took  out  a  copyright  of  a 
map  of  the  State  of  Rhode  Island  ;  that  while  engaged  in  ' 
publishing  the  map,  by  virtue  of  the  copyright,  a  judgment 
was  recovered  against  him  by  a  creditor,  execution  issued, 
and  the  copper  plate  upon  which  the  map  was  engraved 
was  seized  and  sold  by  the  sheriff  to  the  defendant,  who 
thereupon  proceeded  to  strike  from  the  plate  copies  of  the 
map  ;  and  the  prayer  of  the  bill  was  that  an  injunction 
might  be  granted  to  restrain  its  printing  and  publishing  in 
violation  of  the  complainant's  copyright. 

"The  single  question  in  the  case,"  say  the  court,  *' is 
whether  or  not  the  property  acquired  by  the  defendant  in 
the  copper  plate,  at  the  sheriff's  sale,  carried  with  it,  as  an 
incident,  the  right  to  print  and  publish  the  map  engraved 
upon  its  face."  The  Supreme  Court  decide  that  all  that  was 
sold  by  the  sheriff*  was  the  piece  of  copper  upon  which  the 
map  was  engraved  ;  that  the  sheriff  did  not  attempt  to  sell, 
and  had  no  right  to  sell,  under  the  execution,  the  copyright. 
*'  The  copyright  is  the  exclusive  right  to  the  multiplication 
of  the  copies  for  the  benefit  of  the  author  or  his  assignees, 
disconnected  from  the  plate  or  any  other  physical  existence. 
It  is  an  incorporeal  right  to  print  and  publish  the  map,  or, 
as  said  by  Lord  Mansfield  in  Miller  vs.  Taylpr,  4  Burr.,  2396, 
*^  a  property  in  notion,  and  has  no  corporeal,  tangible  sub- 
stance." The  court  proceeds  :  "  The  copperplate  engraving, 
like  any  other  tangible  personal  property,  is  the  subject  of 
seizure  and  sale  on  execution,  and  the  title  passes  to  the 
purchaser  the  same  as  if  made  at  a  private  sale  ;  but  the 
incorporeal  right,  secured  by  the  statute  to  the  author,  to 
multiply  copies  of  the  map  by  the  use  of  the  plate,  being 
intangible,  and  resting  altogether  in  grant,  is  not  the  subject 
of  seizure  or  sale  by  means  of  this  process  ;  certainly  not  at 
common  law." 
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So  far  as  this  applies  to  copyrights  it  seems  explicit 
enough.    But  the  court  proceeds  : 

"No  doubt  the  property' may  be  reached  by  a  creditor's 
bill,  and  be  applied  to  the  payment  of  the  debts  of  the  author 
the  same  as  stock  of  the  debtor  is  reached  and  applied,  the 
court  compelling  a  transfer  and  sale  of  the  stock  for  the  ben- 
efit of  the  creditors.  But  in  case  of  such  remedy  we  suppose 
it  would  be  necessary  for  the  court  to  compel  a  transfer  to 
the  purchaser  in  conformity  with  the  requirement  of  the 
copyright  act,  in  order  to  invest  him  with  a  complete  title 
to  the  property.  •  •  •  An  assignment,  therefore,  that 
would  invest  the  assignee  with  the  property  of  the  copyright 
according  to  the  act  of  Congress  must  be  in  writing  and 
«igned  in  the  presence  of  two  witnesses,  and  it  may  well  be 
doubted  whether  a  transfer,  even  by  a  sale  under  a  decree  of 
a  court  of  chancery,  would  pass  the  title  so  as  to  protect  the 
purchaser,  unless  by  a  conveyance  in  conformity  with  this 
requirement." 

The  bill  in  the  present  case  is  evidently  framed  in  con- 
formity with  this  suggestion  in  the  opinion  of  the  Supreme 
•    Court,  and,  as  we  understand  it,  is  warranted  by  the  delib- 
erate judgment  of  that  tribunal. 

It  is  insisted,  however,  upDU  the  part  of  the  patentee  that 
80  much  of  the  opinion  as  asserts  that  the  copyright  may  be 
subjected  to  a  decree  in  equity  is  obiter  dictum^  and  that  it  is 
overeuled  in  the  subsequent  case  of  Stevens  vs.  Gladding,  17 
Howard,  450.  That  case  arose  under  the  same  state  of 
facts  and  involved  the  same  controversy  which  was  deter- 
mined in  14  Howard.  It  appears  that  under  that  opinion 
the  case  was  remanded  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  the  District 
of  Rhode  Island.  When  the  mandate  arrived,  the  judge 
who  heard  the  case  below  had  died,  and  when  it  was  called, 
the  counsel  for  the  respondent  desired  to  be  heard, "  though," 
M  the  judge  states,  "  he  frankly  avowed  that  the  question 
pwsed  on  in  the  former  case  was  the  only  one  which  could 
now  be  raised." 

We  have  examined  that  decision  with  care,  and  we  can 
«ee  nothing  in  it  that  can   be  considered  as  reversing  the 
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ruling  in  14  Howard,  which  assertp,  as  we  understand,  the 
right  to  maintain  such  a  bill  as  the  present.  Judge  Curtis, 
in  his  opinion,  states  that  the  positions  assumed  by  the 
counsel  of  the  judgment  creditor  are,  that  copyrights  and 
patent  rights  are  subject  to  seizure  and  sale  on  execution  ;• 
that  whenever  the  owner  of  the  copyright  of  a  map  causes  a 
plate  to  be  made  which  is  capable  of  no  beneficial  use  except 
to  print  his  map,  he  thereby  annexes  to  the  plate  the  right 
to  use  it  for  printing  the  map,  and  also  the  right  to  publish 
and  sell  the  copies  and  print  it  ;  and  that  when  the  plate  is 
sold  on  execution  these  rights  pass  with  the  plate  as  inci- 
dents or  accessories  thereto,  though  no  mention  is  made  of 
them  in  the  sale. 

It  is  in  reference  to  this  contention  that  Juds^e  Curtis 
uses  the  language  which  has  been  relied  upon  in  behalf  of 
the  patentee  in  this  case.  He  declares  that  there  "  would  be 
great  difficulty  in  assenting  to  the  proposition  that  patent 
rights  and  copyrights  held  under  the  laws  of  the  United 
States  are  subject  to  seizure  and  sale  on  execution.  Not  to- 
repeat  what  is  said  on  this  subject  in  14  Howard,  531,  it 
may  be  added  that  these  incorporeal  rights  do  not  exist  in 
any  particular  State  or  district  ;  they  are  co-extensive  with 
the  United  States.  There  is  nothing  in  any  act  of  Congress, 
or  in  the  nature  of  the  rights  themselves  to  give  them  local- 
ity anywhere,  so  as  to  subject  them  to  the  process  of  courts 
having  jurisdiction  limited  by  the  lines  of  States  and  dis* 
tricts.  That  an  execution  out  of  the  court  of  common  pleas 
for  the  county  of  Bristol,  in  the  State  of  Massachusetts,  can 
be  levied  on  an  incorporeal  right  subsisting  in  Rhode  Island 
or  New  York,  will  hardly  be  contended.  That  by  the  levi/ 
of  such  an  execution,  the  entire  right  could  be  divided,  and 
so  much  of  it  as  might  be  exercised  within  the  county  of 
Bristol  sold,  would  be  a  position  subject  to  much  difficulty.'* 

It  thus  appeal's  that  the  question  alluded  to  by  Judge 
Curtis  was  that  which  had  been  urged  in  argument  by 
counsel,  viz.,  the  right  to  subject  the  copy  and  patent  riglt 
to  sale  by  execution  at  law,  and  that  the  difficulties  suggested 
by  the  judge  have  reference  only  to  such  a  sale.     But  the 
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Supreme  Court  in  the  next  sentence  show  that  they  do  not 
design  to  decide  even  this  i>oint.  Judge  Curtis  adds : 
^  These  are  important  questions  on  which  we  do  not  find  it 
necessary  to  express  an  opinion,  because  in  this  case  neither 
the  copyright,  as  such,  nor  any  part  of  it,  was  attempted  to 
be  sold."  And  the  judge  proceeds  to  show  that  the  only 
thing  attempted  to  be  sold  by  the  sheriff  was  the  right  to 
the  copper  plate  on  which  the  map  had  been  engraved. 

In  a  later  part  of  the  opinion  the  judge  says:  "  For  these 
reasons,  as  well  as  those  stated  in  14  Howard,  our  conclusion 
is,  that  the  mere  ownership  of  the  copper  plate  of  a  map  by 
the  owner  of  the  copyright  does  not  attach  to  the  plate  the 
exclusive  right  of  printing  and  publishing  the  map  held 
under  the  act  of  Congress  or  any  part  thereof,  but  the 
incorporeal  right  subsists  wholly  separate  from  and  independ- 
ent of  the  plate  and  does  not  pass  with  it  by  a  sale  thereof 
on  execution.-' 

The  only  questions  beyond  this  which  are  discussed  by  the 
court  are  whether  the  penalties  imposed  by  the  act  of 
Congress  shall  be  decreed  against  the  purchaser,  and  whether 
there  should  be  an  account  of  the  profits.  We  see  nothing 
in  the  decision  w^hich  in  any  way  can  be  held  as  a  with- 
drawal by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  distinct  assertion  in 
14  Howard,  that  an  interest  under  a  copy  or  patent  right  can 
be  subjected  to  the  payment  of  the  debts  of  the  patentee  by 
*  proceeding  in  equity. 

The  argument  ab  inconvcnienii,  urged  by  Judge  Curtis  as  a 
reason  why  such  rights  should  not  be  considered  as  liable  to 
seizure  under  an  execution  at  law,  is  invoked  in  the  present 
<^e.  It  is  insisted  that  the  provisions  concerning  patent 
rights  in  the  Constitution^nd  laws  are  designed  to  secure  to 
the  inventor  and  author  the  rights  to  their  inventions  and 
Stings,  and  that  this  provision  would  be  nullified  if  those 
rights  were  subject  to  seizure  in  any  way  by  creditors.  But 
the  benefit  designed  by  these  provisions  would  be  no  more 
<iestroyed  by  the  sale  for  the  payment  of  the  inventor's 
creditors,  than  by  the  voluntary  sale  by  himself.  If  sold  to 
pay  his  debts,  he  would  have  already  obtained  the  benefit  of 
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the  grant  as  much  as  if  sold  of  his  own  motion.  It  is  clear 
he  would  have  the  right  voluntarily  to  sell  his  entire  right 
in  any,  the  remotest,  portion  of  the  country.  Notwith- 
standing  those  rights  are  co-extensive  with  the  Union,  they 
would  pass  to  his  pereonal  representative  or  legatee;  and 
could  be  subjected  to  the  payment  of  the  debts  of  such  heir 
or  devisee  in  any  part  of  the  country. 

It  was  long  ago  settled,  as  far  back  as  the  case  in  3  Bosq. 
&  Pul.,  777,  Hesse  vs.  Stevenson,  decided  in  1803,  that,, 
independent  of  any  provision  in  the  English  bankrupt  law^ 
the  right  of  the  patentee  in  an  invention  would  pass  a» 
assets  to  his  assignee  in  bankruptcy.  Lord  Alvanley,  in 
delivering  the  opinion  in  the  case,  says:  *'  But  if  the  inventor 
avail  himself  of  his  knowledge  and  skill,  and  thereby  acquire 
a  beneficial  interest  which  may  be  the  subject  of  assignment^ 
I  cannot  frame  to  myself  an  argument  why  that  interest 
should  not  pass  in  the  same  manner  as  any  other  property 
acquired  by  his  personal  industry.  •  •  •  »  ^y^  j^^^^ 
therefore,  clearly  of  the  opinion  that  the  interest  in  the 
letters-patent  was  an  interest  of  such  a  nature  as  to  be  the 
subject  of  assignment  by  the  commissioners  in  bankruptcy.'* 

And  by  the  last  bankrupt  law,  K.  S.  U.  S.,  sec.  5046, 
patent  rights  and  copyrights,  with  the  other  classes  of 
property  therein  eimmerated,  are  expressly  declared  to  be 
vested  in  assignee  of  the  bankrupt.  By  section  5062  the 
assignee  is  required  to  sell  all  the  estate  of  the  bankrupt  upon 
such  terms  as  he  thinks  most  for  the  interest  of  the 
creditors. 

It  cannot  be  denied  that  under  this  authority  the  assignee 
could  make  sale  of  the  interest  of  a  bankrupt  patentee  in  the 
most  valuable  patents  in  the  remotest  corner  of  the  country, 
in  Alaska,  or  at  the  Dry  Tortugas,  unless  his  discretion  in 
this  respect  was  restrained  by  a  court,  upon  the  ground  that 
a  sale  at  such  a  place  would  be  manifestly  injurious  to  the 
estate.  If  the  fact  that  the  operation  of  the  patent  is 
co-extensive  with  the  Union,  is  sufficient  to  indicate  the 
absence  of  the  power  of  sale  under  a  decree,  as  suggested  in 
14  Howard,  it  is  not  easy  to  see  why  the  same  difficulty 
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shonld  not  prevent  the  exercise  by  the  aseign^ee  in  bankruptcy 
of  his  unquestioned  right  of  disposition. 

If  the  contention  of  the  patentee  in  this  case  is  correct,  it 
results  that  there  will  exist  a  class  of  property  in  this  country, 
yielding  great  revenues  from  royalties,  which  would  be 
exonerated  by  this  special  exemption  from  the  responsibility 
which  attaches  to  all  other  classes  of  property — payment  of 
the  honest  debts  of  the  debtor ;  and  that  one  possessed  of 
such  patent  rights,  by  skilfully  refusing  to  invest  his 
revenues  in  any  other  description  of  property,  may  success- 
fully baffle  creditors  who  may  have  supplied  him  with  the 
verj'  means  by  which  he  was  enabled  to  achieve  the  success 
of  his  patent. 

We  have  been  referred  to  some  decisions  which  it  is 
alleged  are  at  variance  with  the  conclusions  at  which  we 
have  arrived,  but  a  careful  examination  of  them  has  satisfied 
us  that  such  is  not  the  case.  The  case  in  1  Holmes'  Reports, 
page  152,  which  decides  that  the  trustee  in  insolvency,  under 
the  Massachusetts  statute,  has  no  title  to  a  patent  right, 
proceeds  upon  the  express  words  of  the  statute,  which  declares 
that  only  those  descriptions  of  property  which  can  be  seized 
by  execution  at  law  pass  to  the  assignee;  and  as  it  is  settled 
that  a  patent  right  cannot  be  taken  under  an  execution  at 
law,  the  statute  necessarily  excluded  it  as  assets  from  the 
trustee  in  insolvency.  The  case  in  1  Gallison,  485,  simply 
declares  that  a  sherift*  who  had  sold  under  execution  a 
number  of  patented  machines  for  a  debt  due  by  the  patentee, 
could  not  be  held  liable  under  that  provision  of  the  patent 
law  which  declares  that  the  sale  of  patented  machines  with- 
out the  consent  of  the  patentee  should  subject  the  vendor  to 
suit  for  damages. 

The  case  in  4  B.  Monroe,  596,  Cooper  vs.  Qunn,  only 
decided  that,  where  an  author  had  conveyed  the  copyright 
of  a  book  to  a  trustee  for  the  benefit  of  his  wife  in  fraud  of 
bis  creditors,  and  the  trustee  had  sold  the  copyright,  a  judg- 
ment recovered  by  the  trustee  against  the  purchaser  of  the 
copyright  for  part  of  the  purchase  money,  could  be  subjected 
in  equity  to  the  payment  of  a  judgment  recovered  by  a 
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creditor  against  the  author  ;  and  the  remark  of  that  court, 
relied  upon  by  the  patentee's  counsel  in  this  case  as  sustaining 
their  position,  was  not  applicable  to  the  case,  and,  in  our 
opinion,  does  not  support  the  contention. 

We  have  been  appealed  to  with  great  earnestness  to  decide 
in  favor  of  the  inviolability  of  the  right  of  the  patentee,  for 
the  reason  that  patentees  as  a  class,  notwithstanding  the 
benefits  they  confer  upon  the  community,  seldom  participate 
in  the  profits  which  are  derived  from  their  inventions  ;  that 
they  live  laborious  lives  and  die  poor ;  and  it  is  urged  that 
it  would  l)e  an  additional  hardship  to  deprive  them  of  the 
exemption  supposed  to  be  secured  to  them  hy  their  grant 
from  the  United  States. 

Assuming  the  correctness  of  this  supposition,  and  that  it 
is  really  true  that  they  seldom  reap  the  benefit  of  their 
laboi*8,it  results  that  what  is  supposed  to  be  the  present  state 
of  the  law  exempting  those  interests  from  sale,  does  not 
operate  very  beneficially  in  their  behalf.  If,  notwithstanding 
the  assumed  exemption,  they  receive  such  slender  profits 
from  their  labor,  a  change  in  the  law  could  not  place  them 
in  a  worse  position.  It  may  be  that  they  might  profit  by  a 
condition  of  things  which  would  expose  their  interests  at 
public  sale  to  competition,  and  thus  bring  the  merits  of  their 
inventions  more  prominently  before  the  public. 

We  are  of  opinion  that  the  decree  below  should  be  reversed, 
and  we  will  sign  a  decree  directing  the  sale  of  the  interest 
of  the  patentee  for  the  payment  of  the  judgment  creditor, 
and  directing  him  to  execute  the  assignment  required  by 
the  statute  ;  and  appointing  a  trustee  with  authority  to 
execute  the  same,  in  the  event  of  the  refusal  of  the  patentee 
to  do  so. 


Mr.  Justice  Wylie  delivered  the  following  dissenting 
opinion  : 

I  am  unable  to  agree  with  my  brothei*s  in  the  decision 
which  is  announced  in  this  case,  and  although  I  have  not 
prepared  any  formal  opinion  expressing  the  grounds  of  my 
dissent,  I  propose  to  state  very  briefly  some  of  them. 
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The  plaintift*  here,  Talbot  C.  Murray,  at  the  April  Term, 
1876,  recovered  a  judgment  on  the  law  side  of  this  court 
against  Wilson  Ager  for  $2,164.66,  with  interest  and  costs. 
On  this  judgment  an  execution  was  issued  and  return  was 
made  nulla  bona.  Wilson  Ager,  the  defendant,  must  be 
regarded,  therefore,  as  insolvent,  as  having  no  visible  property 
on  which  an  execution  at  law  might  be  levied.  The  present 
proceeding  is  by  a  bill  in  equity,  filed  by  the  judgment 
creditor  for  the  purpose  of  reaching  the  interests  of  the 
defendant  in  a  patent  right.  The  prayer  of  the  bill  is  that 
pending  the  suit,  the  defendant  might  be  "restrained  from 
selling  or  assigning  his  patents;  that  said  patents  might  be 
sold  under  the  decree  of  the  court,  and  the  proceeds  of  the 
sale  applied  to  the  payment  of  the  judgment,  and  that  the 
defendant  might  be  compelled  to  execute  such  assignment 
of  his  patents  as  might  be  necessary  to  vest  title  in  the 
purchaser  in  conformity  with  the  patent  law. 

Now,  here  is  a  bill  the  object  of  which  is  to  reach  a  species 
of  property  which  is  not  subject  to  execution  at  law.  I  think 
it  is  a  practice  of  chancery  jurisdiction,  without  exception, 
that  a  bill  in  equity  may  be  tiled  for  the  purpose  of  reaching 
property  of  the  defendant  which  is  subject  to  execution,  if 
the  property  is  concealed,  or  if  the  property -is  covered  with 
incumbrances  so  that  the  execution  at  law  cannot  reach  it. 
The  object  of  the  bill  in  equity  is  to  uncover  the  property 
for  the  purpose  of  subjecting  it  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
judgment. 

But  here  is  a  new  species  of  bill  in  equity,  the  object  of 
^'hich  is  not  to  subject  property  subject  to  execution  at  law 
to  the  payment  of  the  debt,  but  to  subject  property  to 
execution  which  is  not  subject  to  execution  at  law.  When 
was  it  ever  heard  before  that  a  bill  w^ould  be  sustained 
hy  a  chancery  court  for  the  purpose  of  reaching  property 
which  is  not  subject  to  execution  at  law?  I  have  heard 
of  bills  in  equity  being  filed  in  aid  of  a  judgment  at 
law  on  account  of  the  inability  of  the  judgment  creditor 
to  collect  his  debt  out  of  property  which  is  subject  to 
execution,  but  this  is  the  first  instance  that  has  ever  come 
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under  my  observation,  I  feel  very  sure,  and  the  first  instance 
which  I  think  will  be  found  in  the  books,  in  which  a  bill  ha» 
been  sustained  on  this  new  ground,  to  wit,  for  the  purpose 
of  subjecting  to  an  execution  at  law  a  new  and  peculiar  kind 
of  property  which  it  is  admitted  is  not  liable  to  execution 
at  law  at  all. 

Again,  it  is  said  that  it  would  be  a  very  anomalous  con- 
dition of  things  that  a  man  should  be  permitted  to  invest  all 
his  money,  time  and  talent  in  valuable  inventions,  worth 
millions  perhaps,  and  yet  may  set  his  creditors  at  defiance. 
I  do  not  see  any  strength  in  the  argument.  If  the  inventions 
are  profitable  they  will  return  to  him  in  tangible  property,, 
property  which  would  be  subject  to  execution,  and  which 
might  be  reached  by  his  creditors.  So  that  I  do  not  think 
this  argument  of  inconvenience  is  of  much  strength  in  the 
case. 

In  all  the  history  of  the  English  chancery  courts,  and  in 
all  the  history  of  the  chancery  courts  of  this  country,  in  all 
the  States  of  this  country,  up  to  this  day,  no  such  bill  as  the 
present  one  can  be  found.  It  is  very  true  that  Congress  did 
provide  in  the  bankrupt  law  that  patent  rights  might  be 
assigned — should  be  assigned  to  the  assignee  in  bankruptcy. 
But  that  does  not  reach  this  case.  Congress  sometimes 
may  pass  a  law,  and  often  does,  which  requires  to  be  construed 
by  the  courts  ;  and  the  latter  look  into  and  see  whether  the 
enactment  is  within  the  powers  of  Congress.  But  admitting 
that  Congress  had  power  to  make  such  a  provision  in  the 
bankrupt  law,  making  patent  rights  assignable,  it  does  not 
reach  this  case.  If  this  is  a  statutory  property  which  is  of  a 
peculiar  character,  it  can  only  be  disposed  of  in  the  manner 
provided  for  by  the  statute.  Chief -Just  ice  Taney  and  Judge 
Nelson,  and  other  judges  of  the  Supreme  Court,  have  severally 
expressed  the  opinion  that  all  the  patentee's  rights  arise 
under  the  statutes,  that  he  has  no  common  law  rights  at  all. 
The  character  of  the  property  and  everything  that  belongs 
to  it  is  statutory. 

Now,  in  the  first  article  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States,  it  is  declared  that  Congress  shall  have  the  power  to 
promote  the  progress  of  science  and  useful  arts  by  securing 
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to  authors  and  inventors  the  exclusive  right  to  their  respec- 
tive writings  and  discoveries.  IIow  can  this  provision  of 
the  Constitution  be  carried  out  if  the  moment  an  invention 
is  made  it  is  to  be  subject  to  execution  and  sale  by  a  creditor. 
That  would  not  promote  the  progress  of  science  and  the 
useful  arts,  it  would  be  a  discouragement  to  inventors. 

Then  the  statute  in  regard  to  the  property  declares  how 
it  shall  be  disposed  of.  With  this  view  the  statute  provides 
that  the  inventor  shall  have  the  exclusive  right  in  a  patent  for 
himself  or  his  assignees,  and  declares  how  he  may  assign  it,  and 
that  assignment  can  only  be  made  by  deed  and  the  deed  must 
be  witnessed  by  two  persons.  It  must  be,  so  far  as  the  subse- 
quent purchaser  is  coacerned,  recorded  in  the  Patent  Office. 
Here  is  a  special  patent  secured  to  the  inventor  by  the  Con- 
stitution, and  the  Constitution  declares  that  the  object  of 
giving  this  exclusive  privilege  is  to  promote  the  progress  of 
science  and  the  useful  arts.  It  gives  him  the  exclusive 
right  in  such  cases;  and  yet  the  very  day  after  the  patent 
is  obtained  it  is  subject  to  execution,  and  execution  here  in 
the  District  of  Columbia  upon  the  whole  interest. 

Why,  this  patent  right  is  as  extensive  as  the  Union.  If 
an  inventor's  interest,  w^hich  is  as  extensive  as  the  whole 
United  States,  which  pervades  the  territories  and  all  the 
States,  may  be  levied  upon  and  sold  under  a  petty  execution 
in  the  District  of  Columbia,  that  is  certainly  a  remarkable 
feature  of  this  jurisdiction.  As  my  brother  says,  Edison's 
patent  may  be  taken  and  sold  in  Key  West  or  in  Alaska. 

Where  did  we  get  such  jurisdiction  as  that  ?  It  is  said 
that  it  belongs  to  the  nature  of  the  property,  that  it  is  a  kind 
of  intangible  property,  impalpable,  and  at  the  same  time  as 
all  pei-vading  as  the  atmosphere  itself.  But  by  what  author- 
ity does  a  court  in  the  District  of  Columbia  undertake  to 
proceed  upon  property  of  that  kind  which  is  as  extensive  as 
the  Union,  and  sell  it  under  one  of  our  judgments?  I  should 
not  object  so  much  to  sell  the  interest  so  far  as  the  territory 
<>f  the  District  of  Columbia  is  concerned,  but  I  understand 
the  object  of  this  bill  is  to  sell  for  the  whole  CFnion.  If 
8ome  justice  of  the  peace  at  Key  West,  oi*2in  Alaska,  by 
chance  should  find  somebody  who  was  a  creditor  of  Edison, 
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*     .  i^iu  ^?il  out  the  whole  of  the  inventor's  property,  under 
V     iVwvuTirgC  ^-^t*  this  kind,  in  one  of  those  remote  corners 

.  ■  -^-  .AMcicrv. 

\i  \^*[K*i^  lo  me  that  the  whole  policy  of  the  law  would 
K  -'  •  V *  i  :irv>wn  by  such  a  proceeding.  I  believe  that  inventors 
V'<'i*;i  'V*  ;i  ohuw  of  people  who  are  taken  under  the  especial 
■i»o*'.vfVtt  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  for  the 
•ivi.i\*KiC  of  oncouraging  them,  and  it  is  so  declared  in  that 
•n.xi :  i.uuotit.  It  is  for  the  purpose  of  promoting  the  progress 
.s  <io5ivV  and  useful  arts  that  the  exchisive  property  in  the 

,>iv.-;u»u  18  given  to  the  inventor,  and  in  my  opinion  it  is 
1,/^  <ily\vt  to  execution.  As  to  its  creating  an  aristocracy 
^»-:  '/ivporty,  I  see  nothing  in  that  at  all,  because,  as  I  have 
xiVv.  it*  the  invention  is  of  any  value  it  will  produce  property 
v-ir  will  1)0  within  the  reach  of  creditors.  But  in  the 
■.Viiiuning  the  patentee  is  generally  poor  and  his  invention 
vx  not  upon  the  market;  perhaps  he  has  not  fairly  introduced 
»»  It  takes  time  and  it  takes  capital  for  the  purpose  of 
^viCiibllshing  the  market  value  of  the  invention.  It  was  for 
iho  purpose  of  covering  that  period  of  time  that  the  exclu- 
sive uso  was  secured  to  the  inventor,  and  I  do  not  think  it 
^s  within  the  intention  of  the  Constitution  to  allow  a 
vi\\litt>r  of  an  inventor  to  pounce  down  upon  his  invention 
K*t*o»v  it  is  established,  and  before  it  is  introduced  to  the 
public  and  sell  him  out,  lock,  stock  and  barrel.  That  would 
not  promote  the  progress  of  useful  arts  by  any  means.  lie 
iijt  piH)r,  and  if  the  invention,  the  work  of  his  brain,  is  to  be 
siMXod  the  moment  it  is  born,  and  sold  out  to  somebody  else 
utidor  execution,  it  would  be  no  encouragement  to  men  of 
that  kind.  And  I  feel  more  free  to  express  my  own  judg- 
ment in  regard  to  the  case  from  the  fact  that  no  example 
has  been  produced  either  in  the  English  books  or  from  our 
own  in  which  a  thing  of  this  kind  has  been  attempted. 

The  case  in  14th  Uoward,  Stevens  v.  Cady,  contains  what 
is  admitted  to  be  an  obiter  dictum  of  Judge  Nelson.  In  that 
ease  it  was  decided  that  the  copperplate  map  carried  no  right 
to  the  copyright  with  it,  it  merely  carried  the  copperplate. 
That  was  the  only  question  before  the  court.  Judge  Nelson 
does  proceed  to  say  that  the  copyright  doubtless  may  be 
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reached  by  a  creditor's  bill,  but  the  8ame  case,  having  come 
again  before  the  same  court,  Judge  Curtis,  in  delivering  the 
opinion  of  the  court,  says,  there  are  difficulties  in  regard  to 
the  subject  of  laying  an  execution  upon  patent  rights  in 
addition  to  those  that  were  mentioned  by  Judge  Nelson  upon 
a  former  occasion,  and  he  says  that  one  of  these  difficulties 
arises  from  the  peculiar  character  of  this  property,  an 
interest  in  a  copyright  which  pervades  the  whole  country, 
and  it  would  not  be  right  in  a  State,  like  Rhode  Island,  for 
the  legal  jurisdiction  there  to  sell  the  whole  interest  in  the 
copyright.  So  that  I  cannot  consider  this  question  as 
having* been  yet  determined  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States.  Here  is  an  obiter  of  Judge  Nelson  which 
seems  to  incline  one  way,  and  a  very  strong  one  of  Judge 
Curtis,  in  the  same  case,  in  the  other  direction,  and,  there- 
fore, I  have  not  felt  bound  by  the  authority  of  that  case. 
This  property,  in  ray  opinion,  cannot  be  sold  in  this  way. 
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Fox  ET  AL.  vs.  Davidson  et  al. 
In  Equity.    No,  6946. 

5  Decided  March  91, 1881. 

i  The  Chuf  Justice  and  Jastices  Wtlib  and  Haonkb  sitting. 

1.  A  deed  of  trust  fi^ven  upon  a  stock  of  floods  which  authorises  the 
grantor  to  use  ana  dispose  of  the  goods  at  his  own  discretion,  is  void 
as  against  creditors. 

2.  Where  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  tenant  have  been  sold  by  virtue 
of  an  assignment,  the  landlord's  claim  upon  the  fund,  to  the  extent 
of  three  months'  rent,  has  priority  over  the  claims  of  simple  contract 
creditors.  Tliis  priority  being  given  him  by  the  statute.  B.  S., 
D.  C,  §678. 

STATEMENT   OP  THE   CASE. 

On  the  26th  of  February,  1878,  one  Hoff  made  Ms  note 
for  $500,  payable  to  the  oi'der  of  Elias  J.  Hill  in  one  year, 
with  interest  semi-annually.  To  secure  the  note  Holf  and 
his  wife  executed,  on  the  same  day,  to  complainant,  Fox,  as 
trustee,  a  deed  of  trust  covering  a  stock  of  merchandise  and 
goods  in  a  store  on  Pennsylvania  avenue,  Washington,  D.  C. 
The  schedule  attached  to  the  deed  after  enumerating  and 
describing  a  number  of  stoves,  ranges,  &c.,  described  the 
other  mortgaged  goods  as  follows  :  "  Together  with  a  large 
a8S0i*tment  of  general  tin  ware  and  house  furnishing  goods 
*  *  *  and  every  article  thai  may  be  purchased  by  way  of 
replenishivg  said  stock  after  this  date  and  prior  to  the  payment  of 
the  matter  secured  by  said  trusts  Holf,  by  the  terms  of  the 
deed,  was  to  be  permitted  to  retain  possession  of  and  use  the 
mortgaged  property  until  default  made  in  payment  of  the 
note.  The  deed  was  recorded  on  the  day  of  its  execution. 
A  short  time  afterward  the  complainant  Perreard  became 
purchaser,  for  value,  of  the  note. 

About  four  months  after  the  execution  of  this  trust,  Hoff 
executed  to  the  defendant  Davidson  an  assignment  of  all  the 
goods,  fixtures,  &c.,  contained  in  the  same  store,  except  those 
exempt  from  execution  at  law,  in  trust  to  sell  the  same,  and 
from  the  proceeds  "  to  pay  pro  rata  or  according  to  their 
legal  priorities,"  all  the  debts  which  Hoff  then  owed.  These 
dtbts  were  enumerated  in  a  schedule  attached  to  the  assign- 
ment and  aggregated  $3,472.50,  the  first  two  being  described 
as  follows:  E.  J.  Hill,  chattel  mortgage,  $500;  rent,  E. 
Carusi,  $600. 


\ 
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After  the  execution  of  this  assignment  Hoff  continued  in 
poesession  of  the  store  and  its  contents,  and  settled  all  the 
debts  mentioned  in  the  schedule  at  85  cents  on  the  dollar, 
except  the  two  above  given. 

Ou  the  80th  of  August,  1879,  Davidson,  the  assignee, 
without  notice  to  plaintiff,  took  possession  of  all  the  goods 
in  the  store  and  sold  the  same  at  auction  for  $896.30.  Some 
of  the  articles  sold  were  among  those  specifically  described  in 
the  trust  deed  to  Fox,  and  the  assignment  to  Davidson  ;  the 
remainder  had  been  bought  by  Hoff  subsequently  to  the  date 
of  the  trust  deed  for  the  purpose  of  replenishing  his  stock. 

At  the  date  of  the  execution  of  the  assignment  (June 
12,1878),  the  landlord  of  the  premises  had  a  claim  for  six 
months  rent  at  one  hundred  dollars  per  month,  which  had 
not  been  paid. 

Fox,  trustee,  and  Perreard  filed  their  bill  claiming  the 
fund  by  virtue  of  their  deed  of  trust,  alleging  that  Davidson 
intended  to  divert  the  money  from  them,  and  praying  that 
their  right  might  be  established.  Perreard  also  claimed  that 
by  the  terms  of  the  assignment  to  Davidson,  he,  as  holder  of 
the  $500  note,  was  made  a  preferred  creditor,  and  in  that 
character,  if  not  as  mortgagee,  he  should  receive  the  fund. 

After  the  bill  was  filed  Mrs.  Lowe  intervened  by  petition 
alleging  that  she  was  landlord  of  the  premises  at  the  time  of 
the  assignment ;  that  she  had  a  lien  upon  the  goods,  &c.,  for 
(300,  being  three  months  rent  then  unpaid,  and  claiming  the 
whole  fund  by  virtue  of  the  assignment. 

The  case  was  referred  to  the  auditor  to  state  the  distribu- 
tion of  the  fund  (which  had  been  paid  into  court)  and  the 
assignee's  account. 

The  auditor  in  his  report,  after  allowing  commissions  to  the 
a^ignee  and  the  expenses  of  the  assignment,  awarded  the 
residue  to  Mrs.  Lowe,  the  petitioning  creditor. 

To  these  allowances  and  award  complainants  excepted,  and 
npon  the  overruling  of  their  exceptions  and  confirmation  of 
the  report  they  appealed  to  this  court. 

Messrs.  Birnet  k  Birnet  for  complainant : 

1.  The  trust  deed  to  Fox  is  valid  as  against  Hoff  the 
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maker,  and  all  persons  claiminsc  under  hina.  The  landlord's 
lien  and  trust  deed  lien  may  attach  to  after-acquired  goods. 
16  Wall.,  328;   1  Hare,  557;   20  Maine,  408;   20  Iowa,  399; 

3  Fairfax,  282;  Jones  on  Mort.,138,  672,683;  12  Wall.,  614; 
7  Mich.,  108,  520;  2  Story,  630;  18  Md.,  433. 

2.  Equity  will  enforce  the  trust  deed.  Mitchell  v.  Win- 
slow,  2  Story,  630.  For  elaborate  opinion  and  numerous 
cases  quoted -from  English  and  other  reports,  see  also  1  Ves., 
409,  411;  1  Hare,  549;  2  P.  W.,  182, 192;  IJ.  &  Walk.,  532; 

4  Sim.,  524;  6  lb.,  224,  414;  14  K  J.  Eq.,  408;  8  Price,  269; 
4  Myl.  &  K,  129,  580. 

3.  The  assignment  by  Hoff  to  Davidson  was  fraudulent 
and  void.  Hoff  was  incompetent  to  make  an  assignment 
inconsistent  with  his  prior  trust  deed  duly  recorded.  Jones 
on  Mort.,  138,  688,  672;  21  Conn.,  379;  1  Hare,  667;  18 
Md.,  433. 

4.  Davidson  and  all  claiming  under  him  could  take  nothing 
but  what  Hoff  could  lawfully  give.     2  Story,  620. 

5.  The  assignment  being  void  all  claims  under  it  fail. 
These  are  Mrs.  Lowe's  claim  for  rent ;  commission ;  expenses 
of  assignment. 

6.  Even  if  the  assignment  were  good,  Mrs.  Lowe  has  no 
standing  in  the  case,  for  her  lease  had  expired,  the  goods 
sold  and  those  assigned  were  not  the  same,  and  she  has  no 
constituted  lien,  (Case  vs.  Beauregard,  9  Otto,  129),  either 
by  act  of  Hoff,  by  landlord's  lien  or  judgment  at  law.  2 
Johns  Ch.,  283;  24  How.,  852;  4  Johns  Ch.,  691. 

7.  We  do  not  claim  under  the  assignment;  we  do  claim 
that  Davidson,  getting  possession  under  the  assignment^ 
held  the  proceeds  as  trustee  for  Fox.  Prior  equity  should 
prevail. 

Eugene  Carusi,  Esq.,  for  defendants : 

1.  The  deed  of  trust  from  Hoff*  to  Fox  was  fraudulent 
and  void  as  to  creditors,  and  a  court  of  equity  will  not  lend 
its  aid  to  enforce  it.  Edgall  vs.  Hart,  13  Barb.,  380;  Selling 
vs.  Kimmel,  S.  C.  D.  C,  May,  1868;  Robinson  vs.  Elliott,  22 

Wall.,  518. 

2.  The  deed  of  trust  being  void,  complainant  is  driven  to 


Fox  V.  Davidson.  106 

claim,  as  a  creditor,  under  the  assignment  to  Davidson. 
The  assignment  directs  the  creditors  to  be  paid  according  to 
their  legal  priorities,  i.  e.,  at  the  time  the  assignment  was 
executed.  At  the  time  the  assignment  was  executed  the 
landlord  had  a  lien  upon  the  stock  for  three  months'  rent  in 
arreare,  which  commenced  with  Hoft''s  tenancy  and  prior  to 
the  deed  of  trust  to  Fox.  Therefore,  the  lien  for  rent  was 
entitled  to  priority  over  the  deed  of  trust.  Rev.  Stat.,  D. 
C.,8ec.  678;  Webb  vs.  Sharp,  13  Wall.,  1;  Fowler  vs.  Rap- 
ley,  15  Wall.,  328. 

3.  Even  if  the  assignment  were  fraudulent  and  void  as  to 
creditors,  this  could  not  help  complainant  for  the  deed  of 
trust  being  void,  as  alreac^  shown,  equity  will  not  enforce 
it,  therefore  complainant  stands  in  the  position  of  a  simple 
contract  creditor  who  has  not  obtained  judgment  and  issued 
execution  thereon.  Such  a  creditor  cannot  come  into  equity 
to  set  aside  a  fraudulent  assignment.  Berely  vs.  StaJey,  6 
G.4  J.,  451,  452;  Day  vs.  Washburn,  24  How.,  856;  Case 
w.  Beauregard,  99  U.  S.,  129. 

Mr.  Justice  Wylib  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court : 

Under  the  circumstances  of  this  case  and  the  language  of 
this  deed  of  trust,  we  are  bound  to  interpret  it  as  authoriz- 
ing the  maker  of  the  deed  to  carry  on  his  business,  and  to 
sell  and  use  the  proceeds  of  the  property  as  he  thought 
proper,  and  then  at  the  time  that  the  note  fell  due  that  the 
holder  of  the  note  secured  should  be  preferred  to  everybody 
else  in  case  of  a  sale  of  the  property  by  the  trustees. 

Now,  we  have  decided  on  former  occasions*  that  any  deed 
of  trust  given  upon  a  stock  of  goods  which  authorized  the 
party  who  makes  it  to  use  and  dispose  of  the  goods  at  his 
own  discretion  is  void  as  against  creditors.  We  are  of  opinion, 
therefore,  that  as  againsWyjie  creditors  of  Hoff  this  deed  is 
invalid. 

The  next  question  then  in  this  case  is  upon  the  effect  as 
between  the  holder  of  the  Hill  note  for  $500  and  the  land- 
lord of  the  premises,  of  the  words  in  the  assignment  "  accord- 
%  to  their  legal  priority, '^^  for  this  Hill  debt  is  recognized  by 
the  assignment,  although  the  deed  of  trust  which  secured  it 
is  void. 
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Now,  at  the  date  of  the  assignment  there  were  three 
months  and  more  rent  due  by  Hoff  to  the  landlord,  and  that 
instrument  professes  to  secure  this  rent  to  the  amount  of 
$600.  If  the  original  deed  of  trust  which  secured  this  $500 
note  had  been  valid,  that  would  give  it  legal  priority  over 
the  landlord's  claim,  but  as  the  deed  is  void,  the  question 
recurs,  has  it  any  legal  priority  by  virtue  of  the  general  assign- 
ment as  between  it  and  the  claim  for  rent?  The  language 
of  that  paper  does  not  give  it  any  legal  priority  or  preference 
of  any  sort,  it  is  merely  provided  that  it  shall  be  paid  ^^ac- 
cording to  its  legal  priority."  Well,  what  is  that  priority? 
It  derives  none  from  the  deed  of  trust,  as  that  is  void,  and 
if  it  derives  none  from  the  deed  it  is  nothing  more  than  an 
ordinary  debt  having  no  priority  over  any  other.  But  the 
landlord  has  a  legal  priority  given  him  by  the  statutet  to 
the  extent  of  three  months'  rent. 

We  have  concluded,  therefore,  that  the  landlord  in  this 
case  is  entitled  to  his  three  months'  rent  according  to  the 
priority  given  him  by  law,  and  that,  together  with  the  ex- 
penses of  the  assignment,  exhausts  the  fund. 


^Smith  vs.  Kenny,  anU^p.  12. 
tB.  8.  D.  C,  sec.  678. 
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Capitol  Hill  Building  Association  No.  2. 

vs. 
Samuel  N.  Hilton. 

In  Equity.    No.  6290. 

5  Decided  March  21, 1881. 

i  The  Chief  Justice  and  Jastices  Haoneb  and  James  sitting. 

1.  A  piece  of  ground  encumbered  with  a  deed  of  trust  to  secure  an 
indebtedness  to  a  building  afsociatiou,  was  sold  at  public  auction, 
gubject  to  the  trust.  The  secretary  of  the  association  acted  as 
auctioneer,  and  announced  that  the  indebtedness  to  the  association 
amounted  to  a  given  sum. 

ffeU,  That  as  between  the  purchaser  and  tlie  association  the  sum 
60  mentioned  must  be  considered  as  the  real  indebtedness. 

2.  Thn  fact  that  a  piece  of  property  is  purchased  subject  to  the  lien  of 
a  building  association  for  advances  to  a  stockholder,  which  lien  the 
purchaser  agrees  to  discharge  by  monthly  payments  equal  in  amount 
to  that  agreed  to  be  paid  by  the  stockholder,  does  not  entitle  the 
association  to  credit  these  monthly  payments  in  the  same  manner  that 
might  have  been  done  had  they  been  made  by  the  stockholder.  Such 
a  purchaser  is  to  be  diargeable  only  witli  the  purchase  money  and  six 
per  cent,  interest  until  paid. 

STATEMENT  OF   THE  CASE. 

A  piece  of  property,  consisting  of  a  lot  of  ground  in 
Washington  city,  was  subject  to  a  deed  of  trust,  in  which 
the  defendant  and  another  were  the  trustees.  The  trust 
had  been  given  to  secure  the  performance  of  the  condition 
of  a  bond  executed  by  William  Dolsen,  the  owner  of  the  lot, 
in  favor  of  the  Capitol  Hill  Building  Association  No.  2. 
The  bond,  after  acknowledging  the  obligor  to  be  bound  in 
the  sum  of  $2,000,  recited,  in  substance  and  by  way  of 
defeasance,  that  whereas  the  said  William  Dolsen,  a  stock- 
holder to  the  extent  of  twenty  shares  in  said  association, 
has,  by  virtue  of  and  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
the  constitution  of  the  said  association,  received  from  the 
said  association,  the  sum  of  two  thousand  dollars:  Now,  if 
the  said  Dolsen,  his  heirs,  &c.,  shall  well  and  truly  pay  to  the 
treasurer  of  the  association  the  sum  of  $2  per  month  upon 
each  of  the  shares  of  stock  held  by  him,  and  all  lines  and 
forfeitures  which  may  be  imposed  upon  or  incurred  by  tha 
said  Dolsen  by  virtue  of  the  provisions  of  the  constitution, 
Qntil  the  close  of  the  association,  or  the  return  of  the  money 
^vanced  to  him,  then  this  obligation  to  be  void,  else  to 
remain  in  full  force. 

Subject  to  this  trust   the   property  was  sold  at  public 
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auction,  the  secretary  of  the  building  association  acting  as 
auctioneer.  At  the  sale  it  was  announced  by  him  that  the 
amount  due  the  association  was  $1,800,  and  that  the  pur- 
chaser could  have  tlie  option  of  paying  in  either  of  two  ways: 
Fir$t,  by  paying  $500  cash,  and  the  balance  in  three  equal 
instalments  at  six,  twelve  and  eighteen  months;  or,  second, 
by  paying  monthly  instalments  of  $40  per  month  till  the 
whole  amount  should  be  paid.  The  defendant  Hilton  became 
the  purchaser,  and  chose  the  latter  mode  of  payment. 
Accordingly  he  paid  into  the  treasury  of  the  association  $40 
per  month  for  forty-eight  months,  making  $1,920,  or  $120 
more  than  the  amount  alleged  at  the  sale  to  be  due. 

The  plaintiff's  bill  alleged  that  the  amount  actually 
advanced  by  it  to  Dolsen,  the  obligor  in  the  bond,  was  in 
fact  $2,350  instead  of  $2,000  as  recited  therein,  and  that  at 
the  time  of  the  sale  of  the  property  the  amount  due  was 
several  hundred  dollars  in  excess  of  $1,800,  and  that  a 
considerable  part  of  the  original  advance  to  Dolsen  was  due 
and  unpaid  even  after  the  defendant  had  paid  the  $1^920  to 
plaintiff.  The  bill  sought  to  have  Hilton  removed  as  trus- 
tee, a  new  trustee  substituted,  and  the  property  sold  to  satisfy 
the  demands  of  plaintiff  for  the  balance  alleged  to  be  due. 

The  decree  below  was  in  accordance  with  the  prayers  of 
the  bill  from  which  decree  defendant  appealed. 

HiNE  &  Thomas  for  defendant  : 

1.  The  plaintiff',  having  taken  the  bond  from  Dolsen 
in  which  $2,000  was  expressed  as  the  amount  advanced  to 
him  by  plaintiff',  and  having  placed  on  record  the  deed  of 
trust  referring  to  the  bond  and  the  amount  therein  specified 
as  advanced,  is  estopped  as  against  defendant,  an  innocent 
purchaser  without  knowledge  of  the  true  state  of  the  account 
between  plaintiff*  and  Dolsen,  and  without  convenient  or 
available  means  of  acquiring  such  information,  to  say  that 
a  larger  sum  was  advanced. 

2.  The  purchase  by  defendant  of  the  property,  subject 
to  the  lien  of  the  association,  which  he  agreed  to  discharge 
by  making  monthly  payments  of  the  same  amount  originally 
agreed  to  be  paid  by  Dolsen,  the  obligor  in  the  bond  and  a 
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stockholder  in  the  association,  does  not  make  defendant  a 
stockholder  in  the  association,  and  subject  him  to  a  liability 
to  pay  the  monthly  instalments  until  the  close  of  the  asso- 
ciation as  provided  in  the  bond  of  Dolsen. 

J.  T.  Cull,  for  plaintift* : 

The  state  of  the  pleadings  did  not  admit  of  the  defense 
set  up  by  the  defendant.  The  allegation  in  the  bill  that 
the  trust  in  question  was  given  to  secure  an  advance 
of  $2,350,  and  that  said  amount  was  secured  upon  the 
property  in  question  by  said  deed  of  trust,  was  admitted 
without  qualification  by  the  defendant  in  his  answer.  The 
defendant's  plea  is  not  a  plea  of  a  bona  fide  purchase  without 
notice,  for  he  should  have  denied  notice,  and  every  circum- 
stance from  which  it  could  have  been  inferred.  Danl.  Ch. 
Pr.,vol.  1,  679;  20  Wall.,  14.  There  is  no  plea  of  estoppel 
by  the  record,  nor  is  it  even  suijjgested  that  defendant  was 
misled  by  the  record.  If  he  had  had  such  a  defense  he 
should  have  set  it  up  distinctly  in  his  pleadings.  10  Pet., 
343. 

Mr.  Chief -Justice  Cartter  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court. 

The  defendant  Hilton  was  brought  into  court  in  this  case 
byabill  in  chancery  to  respond  to  an  indebtedness  on  account 
of  the  purchase  of  a  lot  upon  which  the  Capital  Hill  Building 
Association  had  a  deed  of  trust.  He  became  the  purchaser 
of  tlie  equity  of  redemption  at  a  sale  of  the  property,  Sep- 
tember 2, 1872. 

The  only  question  in  the  case  is  as  to  his  responsibility; 
to  what  extent  and  how  it  is  qualified  by  the  relations  of  the 
trust  to  the  building  association.  We  do  not  see  fit  in  this 
case  to  determine  the  validity  or  invalidity  of  the  inter  paries 
relation  of  the  stockholders  to  the  building  association.  If 
they  have  mutually  agreed  upon  terms  of  association  and 
accountability  to  each  other,  and  the  disposition  of  their 
property,  and  that  agreement  is  not  against  public  policy, 
tliey  have  a  right  to  do  it.  It  is  not  a  sulyect  that  is  involved 
in  the  investigation,  and  we  do  not  see  fit  to  take  it  into 
account  in  deciding  this  case. 
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Hilton  never  was  engrafted  into  the  association.  He  is 
to  be  treated  upon  the  outside  and  as  the  purchaser  of  a 
piece  of  property  liable  to  discharge  a  given  indebtedness  to 
the  association,  agreed  to  have  been  $1,809,  at  the  time  of 
the  purchase,  September  2,  1872,  which  he  was  to  pay  off  in 
monthly  instalments  of  $40  each.  The  association  exercised 
the  right,  as  they  supposed,  to  treat  him  as  the  original 
debtor,  i.  e.,  credit  one-half  of  his  monthly  payments  to 
account  of  "  dues  "  on  stock,  and  the  other  half  toward  the 
liquidation  of  the  indebtedness,  according  to  the  building 
association  method  of  €w;counting. 

We  think  that,  inasmuch  as  Hilton  was  a  buyer  of  the 
property,  and  agreed  to  pay  $1,800,  the  amount  of  the 
indebtedness  that  subsisted  and  was  a  lien  upon  it  at  the 
time  of  the  purchase,  we  should  treat  him  as  a  debtor 
chargeable  with  the  payment  of  that  sum  with  six  per  cent, 
interest.  We  cannot  engraft  him  into  this  association  as  a 
stockholder.  We  have  only  power  to  give  effect  to  that 
which  he  has  done  himself,  or  agreed  to  do. 

The  decree  in  this  case  will  be  the  reversal  of  the  decree 
below  with  directions  to  refer  the  case  to  the  auditor  to 
make  a  statement  of  the  indebtedness  upon  the  basis  of 
$1,800,  as  the  debt  against  the  property  at  the  time  of  the 
purchase  by  Hilton  in  1872,  charging  him  with  the  payment 
of  that  amount  and  interest  to  the  time  this  suit  began,  less 
the  amount  paid  by  him  from  time  to  time  as  payments 
were  made. 

The  case  is  remanded  for  that  purpose. 
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The  National  Metropolitan  Bank  of  Washington 

vs, 

Jane  C.  Hitz  et  al. 

In  Equity.    No.  6822. 

5  Bedded  March  SI,  1881. 

i  The  Chief  Justice  and  Jasticei  Haoneb  and  James  sittinff. 

1.  The  rules  of  the  common  law  respecting  the  estate  in  the  lands  of 
inheritance  of  the  wife  to  which  the  husband  becomes  entitled,  were 
ill  force  in  the  District  of  Columbia  prior  to  the  act  of  April  10^ 
186!».     (R.  S.  D.  C,  727.) 

2.  Where  the  marriage  toolc  place  in  1856,  and  in  1864,  the  wife,  by 
the  death  of  her  father,  became  entitled  to  an  estate  of  inheritance, 
there  having  been  lawful  issue  born  alive  and  capable  of  inheriting 
the  estate,  the  husband  has  an  estate  in  the  property  as  tenant  by 
the  curtesy  initiate,  and  it  may  be  seized  and  sold  under  a  common 
law  execution  for  tlie  payment  of  his  debts. 

3.  The  act  of  April  10,  1869,  has  uot  a  retroactive  effect  and  does  not. 
where  the  marriage  was  contracted  before  the  passage  of  the  act, 
take  away  or  interfere  wi  h  the  pre-existing  vested  rights  of  the 
husband  in  the  real  estate  of  his  wife. 

4.  The  act  of  Congress  of  April  27,  1878,  providing  for  the  recording 
of  deeds,  mortgages,  &c.,  repealed  the  antecedent  laws  limiting  the 
time  for  the  recording  of  certain  deeds,  so  that  a  deed  executed  on 
the  {till  of  December,  1878,  but  uot  recorded  until  the  13th  of  May, 
1879,  can  only  be  valid  against  creditors  wi|;hout  notice  from  the 
latter  date. 

5.  Tenancy  by  the  curtesy  initiate  is  an  estate  thrown  upon  the  ten- 
ant by  operation  of  law,  and  he  cannot,  by  refusing  to  talce  it,  pre- 
Tent  the  title  from  vesting  in  him  and  cause  it  to  remain  in  the 
wife,  nor  can  he,  by  disclaimer,  transfer  it  to  others ;  this  would  be 
to  make  a  disclaimer  a  deed,  which  it  is  not,  the  object  of  a  deed 
being  to  transfer  property,  and  of  a  disclaimer  to  prevent  the  trans- 
fer; a  grantee  before  consent  can  disclaim,  and  so  may  a  devisee 
who  takes  by  grant,  but  an  heir  and  a  tenant  by  the  curtesy  take  by 
operation  of  Taw,  the  one  takes  immediately  upon  the  death  of 
the  ancestor,  and  the  other  on  the  birth  of  living  issue  and  neither, 
by  disclaiming  the  estate,  can  prevent  it  from  vesting. 

6.  it  is  not  permissible  to  show  a  consideration  different  in  kind  from 
that  mentioned  in  the  deed ;  but  if  the  true  consideration  was  dif- 
ferent in  amount  it  may  be  shown.  Thus  where  the  deed  purports 
to  be  upon  a  money  consideration  it  cannot  be  shown  that  money 
did  uot  constitute  the  consideration,  or,  if  voluntary,  or  on  a  con- 
sideration of  marriage  or  the  like,  it  cannot  be  shown  that  it  was  a 
moneyed  one. 

7.  A  wife^s  equity  to  a  reasonable  provision  out  of  her  estate  against 
her  husband  and  his  creditors  attaches  only  to  such  of  her  property 
as  the  husband  cannot  acquire  without  the  assistance  of  a  court  of 
equity.  If  the  husband  or  his  assignee  has  already  reduced  the 
property  into  possession,  the  court  will  not  interfere.  There  is  no 
recogn^ized  principle  by  which  a  court  of  chanceiy  can  allow  the  wife 
a  provision  out  of  an  estate  by  the  curtesy  initiate  already  vested  in 
the  husband  and  which  his  creditors  are  seeking  to  have  applied  to  the 
pavment  of  his  debts. 

8.  Where  an  estate  by  the  curtesy  initiate  vested  in  the  husband  before 
the  passage  of  the  act  of  April  10,  1869,  such  estate  is  liable  for  the 
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husbands  debts,  whether  the  credit  was  given  before  or  after  the 
passage  of  the  act. 
9.  A  judgment  merges  the  cause  of  action,  so  that  where  a  Judgment  has 
been  obtained  against  one  of  three  maimers  of  a  note  and  the  creditors 
are  seeking  to  have  the  property  of  the  debtor  applied  to  the  satisfac- 
tion of  the  Judgment,  no  inquiry  can  be  made  in  that  proceeding  into 
the  consideration  or  original  surroundings  of  the  note.  Nor  is  it  any 
defense  that  the  other  parties  to  tlie  note  liave  not  been  properly  pro- 
ceeded against  by  the  complainant,  for  if  a  creditor  is  to  be  prevented 
from  collecting  his  debt  until  each  of  the  other  debtors  has  been 
equally  pressed,  the  debt  will  never  be  made  at  all. 

The  Case  is  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  Court  delivered 
by  Mr.  Justice  IIagner. 

Xath'l  Wilson,  Esq.,  for  plaintitt*. 

Col.  Enoch  Totten  for  Jane  C.  Hiiz. 

The  ease  is  heard  here  in  the  first  instance  upon  certificate 
from  tlie  special  term  in  equity.  The  bill  filed  by  the 
National  Metropolitan  Bank  of  Washington  against  John 
Ilitz,  Jane  C.  llitz,  William  G.  Metzerott,  and  Samuel 
Cross,  avers  that  the  complainant  corporation  on  the  28th 
of  April,  1879,  obtained  a  judgment  on  the  law  side  of  the 
court  against  the  defendant,  John  Ilitz,  for  $10,000,  with 
interest  from  October,  1878;  that  on  the  6th  of  June,  1879, 
a  writ  oi  fieri  facias  was  issued  on  the  judgment  and  returned 
on  the  same  day  by  the  marshal  nulla  bona;  that  on  the 
next  day  another  execution  was  issued  upon  the  judgment 
and  levied  by  the  marshal  on  the  estate  and  interest  of  John 
Hitz,  in  the  lands  referred  to  in  the  bill;  that  Jane  C.  Hitz 
is  the  wife  of  the  defendant  John  Hitz;  that  they  were  mar- 
ried many  years  ago,  and  have  lawful  issue  capable  of 
inheriting  the  landed  estate  of  the  mother;  that  she  is 
seized  in  fee  of  several  parcels  of  land  in  the  city  of  Wash- 
ington, described  in  the  bill;  that  John  Hitz  is  entitled  to 
'^a  life  estate  in  said  lands  and  tenements  herein  last 
described,  during  the  joint  lives  of  himself  and  his  wife," 
and  by  reason  thereof  is  entitled  to  have  and  collect  and 
receive  all  the  rents,  issues  and  profits  of  the  said  estate; 
and  that  the  said  estate  of  John  Hitz  is  subject  to  execution 
at  law;  that  the  said  Jane,  so  being  seized  of  the  said  lands, 
and  the  said  John  having  said  estate  therein,  the  said  parties 
by  deed  of  the  9th  of  December,  1878,  conveyed  the  same 
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to  the  defendants  Metzerott  and  Cross  in  trust  for  the  sole, 
separate  and  exclasive  use  and  benefit  of  the  said  Jane  C. 
Ifitz  for  and  during  the  term  of  her  natural  life,  free  from 
the  control  of  her  husband  or  from  any  liability  for  his  debts 
and  with  power  of  disposal  thereof;  and  upon  the  death  of 
the  said  Jane  Hitz  without  having  made  such  disposition, 
to  hold  the  same  for  the  benefit  of  her  children — as  appears 
by  the  deed  which  is  exhibited  with  the  bill. 

It  further  charges  that  this  deed,  although  bearing  date 
on  the  9th  of  December,  1878,  was  not  received  for  record 
in  the  office  of  the  register  of  deeds  until  the  13th  of  May, 
1879;  that  the  complainant  by  virtue  of  the  said  judgment 
has  acquired  a  specific  lieu  upon  the  interest  of  John  Hitz 
in  the  property;  but  that  the  execution  of  the  said  deed  of 
trust  prevents  a  sale,  under  the  levy,  of  the  said  interest  and 
estate  of  John  Hitz  at  a  fair  valuation. 

It  further  states,  upon  information  and  belief,  that  Metzer- 
ott and  Cross  never  accepted  said  trust ;  that  the  said  deed, 
after  its  execution,  was  placed  in  the  hands  of  Metzerott  to 
beheld  by  him  in  escrow  until  certain  transactions  between 
John  Hitz  and  the  German  American  Bank  should  be  closed ; 
that  it  was  afterwards  obtained  by  the  said  Jane  Hitz  from 
Metzerott  merely  for  safe-keeping,  and  was  improperly  and 
fraudulently  filed  for  record  without  the  knowledge,  privity, 
or  consent  of  the  said  Metzerott  or  Cross,  the  conditions  on 
which  it  was  to  have  been  delivered  and  recorded  never 
having  happened  or  been  complied  with,  and  the  complain- 
ant files  as  an  exhibit  a  copy  of  an  instrument  of  writing 
called  a  caveat,  executed  by  Metzerott  and  Cross,  recorded 
in  May,  1879,  stating  the  foregoing  facts  and  declaring  that 
they  had  not  accepted  the  trusts  contained  in  the  said  deed. 
The  complainant  charges  that,  for  these  reasons  the  deed  of 
tmst  is  fraudulent  and  void  as  against  the  complainant,  and 
ought  to  be  removed  out  of  the  way  in  order  that  the  com- 
plainant, by  a  sale  under  the  execution,  may  obtain  a  full 
price  for  the  estate  and  interest  of  said  John  Hitz  in  the 
premises  aforesaid  so  levied  on;  and  that  until  the  sale  of 
the  said  estate  and  interest  of  Hitz,  the  complainant  is 
10 
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entitled  to  have  the  rents,  issues  and  profits  Qpliected  and 
held  subject  to  the  further  order  of  the  court,  as  otherwise 
they  will  be  wasted  and  utterly  lost  to  the  complainant. 
"Whereupon  the  complainant  prays  that  the  said  conveyance 
may  be  set  aside  and  declared  null  and  void  as  to  the  com- 
plainant; that  a  receiver  may  be  appointed  to  collect  the 
rents,  issues  and  profits  of  the  premises,  and  hold  the  same 
subject  to  the  further  order  of  the  court;  and  that  the  com- 
plainant may  have  further  relief. 

The  answer  of  the  defendant  Metzerott  substantially 
admits  the  averments  of  the  bill  as  to  the  trustee. 

Mrs.  Hitz  answers  separately.  She  states  upon  information 
and  belief  that  the  promissory  note  upon  which  the  judg- 
ment was  obtained  against  her  husband  was  also  executed  by 
certain  Mattingly,  IXonaldson  and  Prentiss,  who  are  equally 
liable  with  John  Hitz  upon  the  same;  that  judgment  was 
obtained  against  the  said  parties  which  was  afterwards 
stricken  out,  and  the  action  as  to  them  remains  open  on  the 
dockets  of  the  court;  that  some  of  said  parties  have  inter- 
posed as  defenses  to  the  suit  against  themselves,  that  the 
complainant  received  at  the  time  of  discounting  the  note 
certain  collaterals  which  have  not  been  properly  applied^ 
and  she  claims  to  be  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  whatever 
defenses  may  properly  be  made  by  any  of  the  parties  to  the 
note.  She  admits  that  she  was  married  to  John  Hitz  in 
August,  1856;  that  children  have  been  born  of  the  marriage 
who  are  now  living;  that  she  is  the  sole  heir  at  law«  of 
Michael  Shanks,  who  died  intestate  in  May,  1864,  leaving  a 
widow  and  this  defendant,  his  daughter;  that  at  the  time  of 
his  death  said  Shanks  was  the  owner  of  a  large  fortune  in 
realty  and  personalty;  that  the  personalty  has  in  great  part 
been  wasted  by  her  husband;  that  upon  discovering  this 
fact  about  the  1st  of  November,  1878,  she  assumed  exclusive 
control  over  all  her  property,  and  that  her  husband  relin- 
quished all  control  over  it,  and  ceased  from  that  time  to 
interfere,^ directly  or  indirectly,  with  the  conduct  or  manage- 
ment of  her  estate,  or  any  part  thereof." 

She  further  says  that,  in  order  to  remedy  in  part  the  wrongs 
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that  have  been  inflicted  upon  her  through  the  misappro- 
priations and  the  mismanagement  of  her  property  and  estate 
by  the  said  John  Ilitz,  the  said  deed  of  trust  to  the  said 
Metzerott  and  Cross,  of  the  9th  of  December,  1878,  was  made^ 
acknowledged,  delivered,  and  recorded.  She  denies  that  the 
said  deed  was  vohmtary  and  without  consideration,  or  with 
intent  to  hinder,  delay,  or  defraud  the  complainant  or  any- 
body else  ;  and  she  denies  that  her  husband  has  anj'  interest 
in  said  lands  which  can  be  taken  in  execution  uuder  the 
judgment.  She  also  denies  the  charges  as  to  the  circum- 
stances connected  with  the  delivery  of  the  deed  to  Metzerott. 

The  answer  of  the  husband  substantially  raises  the  same 
defenses. 

The  testimony  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Ilitz,  and  of  Metzerott  and 
Cross,  and  of  Keyser,  the  receiver  of  the  German-American 
National  Bank,  was  taken  under  a  commission.  Most  of  the 
questions  of  law  discussed  before  us  are  really  elementary 
in  their  character,  and  might  well  have  been  disposed  of  with 
a  bare  statement  of  the  law  without  any  attempt  at  elabora- 
tion, but  the  case  has  been  argued  with  such  great  care  and 
earnestness  upon  the  part  of  the  defendant's  counsel  that  I 
have  considered  it  proper  to  state  the  reasons  for  our  con- 
clusions somojA'hat  at  length. 

1.  The  first  question  to  be  determined  is,  what  estate  did 
John  Hitz  acquire  in  the  real  property  which,  after  the  birth 
of  issue  alive,  descended  to  his  wife  as  the  sole  heir-at-law, 
npon  the  death  of  her  father  in  1864  ? 

This  question  admits  of  but  one  answer.  By  the  uniform 
declaration  of  every  authorized  exponent  of  the  law,  from 
its  earliest  ages  to  the  present  time,  it  is  incontestibly  set- 
tled that,  by  the  common  law,  the  husband, /rom  the  moment 
^f  his  marriage,  became  entitled  by  virtue  of  his  marital 
rights  to  an  estate  in  the  lands  of  inheritance  of  his  wife 
i^ring  their  joint  lives;  that  immediately  upon  the  birth  of  a 
Imng  child  capable  of  inheriting  the  lands,  the  husband 
became  entitled  to  an  estate  in  all  the  lands  of  which  slie 
flight  be  seized  at  any  time  during  the  coverture  for  the 
^of  his  cum  life;  that  this  estate  of  the  husband  during 
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the  life  of  the  wife,  which  was  known  as  tenancy  by  the  cur- 
tesy initiate,  upon  the  death  of  the  wife,  was  called  tenancy  by 
the  curtesy  consummate^  and  that  the  tenancy  by  the  curtesy 
initiate  was  one  of  the  forms  of  estates  known  as  freeholds, 
not  of  inheritance,  which  was  created  by  construction  and 
operation  of  law.  1  Coke  Litt.,  section  85,  29  a.;  2  Kent's 
Com.,  140  ;  4  Kent's  Com.,  27 ;  I  Roper  "  Husband  and 
Wife,"  3,  5. 

It  is  further  settled  beyond  controversy  that  the  husband 
was  seized  of  this  freehold  as  of  his  own  right;  that  although 
his  title  was  not  consummate  until  the  death  of  the  wife  he 
might,  during  her  life,  do  many  acts  to  charge  the  lands.  2 
Black.  Com.,  120  ;  1  Washbume  Real  Property,  128.  That 
as  such  he  became  the  tenant  of  the  lord  and  did  homage 
alone  ;  and  if,  after  issue,  he  made  a  feoffment  in  fee  and 
the  wife  died,  the  feoffee  would  hold  during  the  life  of  the 
husband,  and  the  heir  of  the  wife  could  not,  during  the  hus- 
band's life,  recover  the  land.  1  Coke  Litt.,  558.  That  he 
might  sell  and  convey  his  estate  or  mortgage  it  to  a  creditor. 
Central  Bank  vs.  Copeland,  18  Maryland,  320 ;  Babb  vs. 
Paley,  1  Maine,  9  ;  and  that  this  interest  would  pass  to  his 
assignee  in  insolvency,  who  could  sell  and  convey  to  the 
purchasers  a  valid  title  for  the  life  of  the  huskand.  Dejar- 
nette  vs.  Allen.,  5  Grattan. 

These  common-law  principles  were  undoubtedly  in  force  in 
the  District  of  Columbia  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  Michael 
Shanks,  as  they  were  the  law  in  Maryland  on  the  29th  of 
February,  1801,  and  no  intervening  acts  of  Congress  had 
changed  or  modified  their  operation  within  the  District  of 
Columbia.  Anderson  vs.  Tydings,  8  Maryland,  448 ;  Logan 
vs.  McGill,  8  Maryland,  420 ;  Rice  vs.  Hoffman,  35  Mary- 
land, 350. 

2.  The  next  inquiry  is,  was  this  estate  of  John  Hitz  such 

an  interest  as  might  be  seized  and  sold  under  execution  at 
common  law  for  the  payment  of  his  debts  ? 

The  answer  to  this,  upon  all  the  authorities,  must  again 
be  in  the  affirmative. 

Says  Chacellor  Kent :   "The  husband  has  an  interest  in 
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the  freehold  estates  of  his  wife,  which  may  be  seized  aud 
sold  on  execution  ;  and  if  the  assignee  or  creditor  of  the 
hosband,  who  takes  possession  of  the  estate  on  a  sale  on 
execution  of  his  freehold  interest,  commits  waste,  the  wife 
has  an  action  against  him  in  which  the  husband  must  join  ; 
for  though  such  assignee  succeed  to  the  husband's  rights  to 
the  rents  and  profits,  he  cannot  commit  waste  with  impunity.'' 
See  also  Dejarnette  r^.  AUen^  5  Orattan. 

The  effect  of  a  levy  and  sale  of  the  husband's  interest  is 
the  same  as  that  of  a  conveyance  by  him  which  would  pass 
the  freehold  leaving  the  reversion  in  his  wife.  1  Maine,  6  ; 
18  Pick.,  23 ;  2  Kent,  131 ;  see  also  the  numerous  cases 
cited  in  Herman  on  Executions,  134.  This  doctrine  has  been 
repeatedly  assei*ted,  toiidem  verbis,  by  the  courts  of  Maryland- 
Anderson  vs.  Tydings,  8  Maryland,  427  ;  Logan  vs.  McGill, 
8  Maryland,  470. 

The  legislature  of  that  State,  to  abate  the  hardship  of  the 
possible  ejection  of  the  wife  under  such  a  sale  from  her  own 
inherited  landed  estate,  passed  the  statute  of  1841,  ch.  161 ; 
and  in  reference  to  the  state  of  the  law  as  thereafter  exist* 
ingjthe  court  says,  in  Rice  vs.  Hoffman,  35  Maryland,  344  : 
"This  interest  of  the  husband  (his  curtesy  iniiiaie)  was  liable 
to  be  taken  in  execution  and  sold  at  any  time  for  his  debts 
until  the  act  of  1841,  ch.  161,  which  provided  '  that  no  real 
estate  hereafter  acquired  by  marriage  shall  be  liable  to  exe- 
cution during  the  life  of  ike  loife  for  debts  of  the  husband.* 
The  effect  of  this  act  was  not  to  destroy  the  tenancy  by  the 
curtesy,  but  to  suspend  the  right  of  execution  on  the  part  of 
the  husband's  creditors  during  the  life  of  the  wife." 

8.  There  is  no  such  statute  in  force  here  postponing  the 
right  to  sell  under  an  execution  levied  upon  the  curtesy  in- 
terest of  the  husband.  But  it  is  insisted  upon  behalf  of 
MfB.  Hitz  that  the  act  of  Congress  of  the  10th  of  April, 
1869,  took  away  all  rights  of  the  husband  in  the  real  estate 
of  his  wife,  and  exempted  it  from  all  responsibility  for  his 
debts  as  well  in  the  past  as  for  the  future. 

Is  this  contention  well  founded,  is  the  next  inquiry? 

This  real  estate,  as  we  have  seen,  descended  to  Mrs.  Hit& 
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in  1864,  after  the  marriage  and  birth  of  children  alive,  and 
whatever  were  the  husband's  rights  under  the  existing  law^ 
they  were  unquestionably  vested  in  him  before  1869,  when 
this  statute  was  passed. 

These  rights  could  be  destroyed  by  the  act  of  1869  only 
upon  the  theory,  1st,  that  the  statute  is  to  be  construed 
retroactively,  and,  2d,  that  if  this  construction  is  to  be  given 
to  it,  it  was  competent  for  Congress  to  pass  a  law  destroying 
the  vested  rights  of  John  Hitz  as  tenant  by  the  curtesy 
initiate,  and  transfer  them  to  his  wife,  and  thus  remove 
them  beyond  the  execution  of  the  complainants. 

In  our  opinion,  neither  of  these  propositions  is  maintainable. 

The  act  as  codified  in  section  727  of  the  Revised  Statutes 
of  the  District  of  Columbia,  is  in  these  words:  "In  the 
District  the  right  of  any  married  woman  to  any  property, 
personal  or  real,  belonging  to  her  at  the  time  of  marriage, 
or  acquired  during  marriage  in  any  other  way  than  by  gift 
or  conveyance  from  her  husband  shall  be  as  absolute  as  if  she 
were  not  married,  and  shall  not  be  subject  to  the  disposal  of 
her  husband  nor  be  liable  for  his  debts." 

The  language  of  the  section  is  peculiar.  It  is  elliptical  in 
form,  for  according  to  its  literal  phraseology  it  is  "  the  right 
of  any  married  woman  to  any  property "  which  "  shall  not 
be  subject  to  the  disposal  of  her  husband,  nor  be  liable  for 
his  debts;"  and  not  the  property  itself.  But  assuming  that 
this  peculiar  phraseology  does  not  aft'ect  its  meaning,  it 
seems  to  be  plain  that  no  assertion  to  the  contrary  can  be 
sustained,  that  the  lawmaking  power  did  not  in  words  declare 
that  the  statute  should  be  retroactive  in  any  of  its  features, 
and  if  such  an  interpretation  is  to  be  given  to  it  it  can  only 
be  effected  by  judicial  construction.  It  is  manifest  that  all 
the  other  provisions  of  the  statute  which  are  incorporated 
in  the  three  following  sections,  viz.:  the  power  given  the 
wife  to  convey  or  devise  her  property  as  a  feme  sole — ^to 
contract  and  sue,  and  be  sued  in  her  own  name — and  the 
right  of  the  creditor  to  enforce  the  collection  of  judgments 
recovered  against  her  by  execution  against  her  separate 
estate,  are  all  of  prospective  operation  merely.    To  construe 
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this  portion  of  the  law  retrospectively,  therefore,  would  be 
inconsistent  with  the  manifest  import  of  the  residue  of  the 
statute;  and  some  strong  reason  should  be  shown  for  adopting 
such  a  construction.  The  wholesome  principles  controlling 
courts  in  their  construction  of  statutes  in  this  particular  are 
well  expressed  in  Williams  vs.  Johnson,  30  Md.,  507 :  "It  is 
a  sound  rule  of  construction,  founded  on  the  wisdom  of  the 
common  law,  that  whenever  a  statute  is  susceptible,  without 
doing  violence  to  its  express  terms,  of  being  understood 
either  prospectively  or  retrospectively,  courts  of  justice 
invariably  adopt  the  former  construction.  A  statute  ought 
not  to  have  a  retroactive  operation,  unless  its  words  are  so 
clear,  strong  and  imperative  that  no  other  meaning  can  be 
annexed  to  them,  or  unless  the  intention  of  the  legislature 
could  not  be  otherwise  satisfied.  And  especially  ought  this 
rule  to  be  adhered  to  when  such  a  construction  would  alter 
the  pre-existing  situation  of  parties,  or  would  affect,  or 
interfere  with  their  antecedent  rights." 

It  cannot  be  said  that  the  retrospective  construction  con- 
tended for  is  the  only  one  "  that  can  be  annexed  to  the 
words."  On  the  contrary,  the  construction  naturally  arising 
out  of  the  plain  import  of  the  language,  less  in  derogation 
with  the  then  existing  law,  and  producing  none  of  the 
injurious  effects  upon  the  situation  of  parties,  so  deprecated 
by  the  courts,  is  that  which  would  hold  that  the  statute 
applies  only  to  the  case  of  persons  who  should  thereafter 
niarry,and  has  no  operation  upon  the  circumstances  of  those 
who  may  have  been  married  before  the  passage  of  the  law. 
If  the  statute  should  be  construed  retrospectively  it  is  diffi- 
cult to  see  where  its  embarrassing  effects  would  cease. 

The  first  obvious  result  would  have  been  to  divest  the 
estate  of  every  husband  then  within  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia, in  whom  at  that  time  a  tenancy  by  the  curtesy  was 
vested.  Such  an  interest  might  have  been  the  property  of 
the  possessor  for  half  a  century;  the  sole  support  of  an  aged 
man  who,  while  in  prosperity,  might  have  spent  his  substance 
in  promoting  his  wife's  comfort,  and  whose  generosity  may 
have  placed  in  her  the  title  to  the  land.    Without  warning, 
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by  this  construction  of  the  law,  he  would  be  turned  out  of 
his  possession  and  compelled  to  surrender  it  to  others,  per- 
haps entire  strangers  to  him. 

Again,  if  the  property  of  the  wife,  thenceforth,  waa 
literally  no  longer  to  be  liable  for  the  debts  of  the  husband^ 
might  it  not  be  equally  well  contended  that  the  joint  mort- 
gages or  deeds  of  trust  of  husband  and  wife  given  to  secure 
his  debts  would  in  like  manner  be  discharged  ?  The  hus- 
band's  curtesy  interest,  before  the  date  of  the  act,  could  be 
mortgaged  to  pay  his  debts.  If  his  estate  was  confiscated 
by  the  statute,  would  the  mortgage  upon  this  confiscated 
interest  remain  in  force? 

If  Congress  had  designed  the  adoption  of  a  policy  pro- 
ductive of  such  grave  consequences,  is  it  not  reasonable  to 
suppose  it  would  at  least  have  made  use  of  language  demon- 
strating, by  the  introduction  of  a  few  words,  that  the  law 
was  intended  to  apply  to  cases  where  marriages  had  been 
contracted  before  the  enactment  of  the  law  as  well  as  to 
those  to  be  contracted  afterwards. 

In  the  case  of  Herbert  vs.  Gray,  40  Md.,  530,  it  was  de- 
cided that  the  act  of  1872  which  provided  "  that  a  married 
woman  may  be  sued  jointly  with  her  husband,  on  any  note, 
&c.,  which  she  may  have  executed  jointly  with  her  husband/* 
applied  only  to  such  instruments  executed  after  the  passage 
of  the  act.  The  court  pointed  out  that  the  language  of  the 
law  was  not  **  which  she  may  heretofore  have  executed,"  but 
the  words,  "  which  she  rnay  have  execuled,^^  nmst  according  to 
the  settled  canons  of  construction,  be  taken  to  apply  to  the 
time  of  beginning  the  suit,  and  not  of  the  passage  of  the 
law.  The  headnote  to  the  case  of  De  Hart  vs.  Dean,  2  Mac 
Arthur,  60,  distinctly  states  that  the  General  Term  there 
held  that  this  provision  of  the  statute  should  receive  only  a 
prospective  construction.  This  particular  expression  does 
not  appear  in  either  of  the  opinions  in  that  case,  or  we 
should  have  been  content  to  rest  our  decision  upon  that  case 
alone.  But  we  are  well  satisfied  that  the  syllabus  of  the 
case  announces  the  proper  construction  of  the  act.  Such,  too^ 
appears  to  be  the  view  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
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States  as  to  this  statute^  as  expressed  in  the  case  of  Sykes  vs. 
Chadwick,  18  Wallace,  148,  where  the  Court  say:  "The 
sole  object  of  the  statute  was  to  prevent  the  husband  from 
acquiring  such  an  interest  in  his  wife's  property."  But  if 
the  words  of  the  statute  could  reasonably  be  construed  to 
bear  this  interpretation,  we  are  of  opinion  that  such  a  pro- 
vidou  would  have  been  beyond  the  Constitutional  power  of 
Congress.  Its  eftect  would  have  been  a  general  confiscation 
of  the  vested  rights  of  property  in  every  man  holding  as 
tenant  by  the  curtesy  within  the  District  of  Columbia,  by  a 
mere  Congressional  edict,  in  the  face  of  the  Congressional 
provision  which  declares  that  Congress  shall  not  deprive  a 
citizen  of  life,  liberty  or  property  without  due  process  of 
law,  which,  according  to  Lord  Coke,  means  the  old  law  of 
the  land.  The  general  principle  that  a  statute  which 
attempts  to  confiscate  the  property  of  a  citizen,  or  surren- 
der it  to  another,  without  trial  or  judgment,  is  rather  a 
sentence  than  a  law,  and  is  as  entirely  at  variance  with  the 
first  principles  of  natural  justice  and  of  the  social  compact 
as  with  inhibitions  of  the  Constitution,  is,  of  course,  too 
firmly  fixed  to  need  enforcement  by  authority.  But  a  mul- 
titode  of  well-considered  cases  show  that  the  principle  has 
l)6en  applied  by  the  courts  to  special  laws  attempting  to 
interfere  with  the  vested  rights  of  the  husband  in  his  wife's 
land.  Its  application  is  very  clearlj'  vindicated  in  the  case 
of  Bose  vs.  Sanderson,  88  III.,  243.  The  legislature  of  that 
State  enacted  a  law  which  declared  that  all  property,  both 
Jesl  and  personal,  belonging  to  any  married  woman  as  her  sole 
and  separate  property,  &c.,  shall,  notwithstanding  her  cover- 
tore,  be  and  remain,  during  coverture,  her  sole  and  separate 
estate  under  her  sole  control,  &c.,  and  not  be  subject  to  the 
diaposal  or  interference  of  her  husband,  and  be  exempt  from 
execution  for  his  debts.    The  Court  says : 

^^  Can  a  life  estate  once  vested  in  the  husband^  be  possibly 
considered  as  coming  under  the  description  of  property  be- 
longing to  any  married  woman  as  her  sole  and  separate 
property?  That  is  to  say,  can  the  property  of  one  person  be 
justly  described  as '  belonging  to '  another?    This  would  be 
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simply  a  contradiction  in  terms.  Yet  when  this  law  was 
passed,  the  property  in  controversy,  to  wit,  the  life  estate  of 
the  husband  levied  on,  was  as  completely  his  as  if  his  wife, 
before  he  married,  had  owned  it  and  conveyed  it  to  him  for  a 
valuable  consideration." 

See,  among  many  authorities,  2  Bishop  on  Eights  of 
Mamed  Women,  Sec.  43  ;  Westervelt  r^.  Gray,  12  K 
Y.,  212. 

Indeed,  there  can  be  found  no  statement  to  the  contrary 
in  any  text-book  of  authority,  and  we  have  been  referred 
only  to  a  solitary  case  clearly  in  opposition  to  this  uniform 
course  of  decision — that  of  Ruyh  vs.  Ottenheimer,  6  Oregon, 
231.  There  can  be  no  question  that  this  decision  is  directly 
in  opposition  to  the  doctrine  here  announced,  and  the  court, 
in  its  opinion,  admits  that  such  is  the  case,  and  bases  its 
judgment  upon  the  peculiar  circumstances  attending  the 
settlement  of  that  country.  The  court  refers  to  the  pre- 
vailing custom  when  patents  were  issued  to  settlers,  to  enter 
one-half  the  land  in  the  name  of  the  wife  ;  and  declares 
that  this  recognition  of  an  equal  right  of  the  wife  in  her 
property  was  interwoven  with  the  texture  of  society  in  that 
community.  They  further  say  the  constitution  was  made 
by  rough  settlers  who  had  been  accustomed  to  recognize  this 
well-nigh  universal  tenure  of  the  lands  in  the  Territory,  and 
who  must  have  understood  that  the  language  they  thus  in- 
troduced in  their  constitution  was  to  aftect  all  lands  in  the 
State,  whenever  acquired.  It  may  be  that  this  judgment 
may  be  maintained  for  the  future  as  an  authority  in  Oregon, 
but  we  can  hardly  suppose  it  could  be  taken  as  in  force  in 
any  other  community  in  the  country,  and  it  would  be  inex- 
cusable in  a  community  like  this  in  which  we  live,  to  depart 
from  the  well-ascertained  landmarks  of  the  law  in  deference 
to  any  such  novel  ruling,  confessedly  founded  upon  peculiar 
conditions  of  society  existing  only  in  the  jurisdiction  where 
the  opinion  was  announced.  The  case  stands  as  a  legal 
Melchisedek,  without  pedigree  or  descendant. 

We  are  referred  in  the  brief  of  the  counsel  of  Mrs.  Hitz, 
to  the  act  of  Congress  of  19th  June,  1860,  which  declares 
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that  the  power  was  thereby  conferred  npoD  the  courts  of  the 

District  in  all  cases  where  a  divorce  is  granted,  "to  award 

to  the  wife  such  property,  or  the  value  thereof,  as  she  had 

when  she  was  married,  or  such  part,"  &c.,  "  as  the  court  may 

deem  reasonable;"   and  it   was  insisted   that  if  Congress 

possessed  the  power  to  pass  a  law  granting  such  power  to  a 

court,  it  must  equally  possess  the  authority  to  divest  the 

husband's  title,  without  the  intervention  of  a  court.    It 

would  be  suflBlcieut  to  remark  that  no  such  power  can  now 

be  claimed  to  reside  in  the  courts  of  the  District,  as  the 

provbion   in   question   was   studiously  excluded  from  the 

Revised   Statutes  of   the  District  of  Columbia,  although 

every  other  sentence  of  the  act  of  1860  on  the  subject  of 

divorce  is  carefully  retained;  and  this  would  seem  to  afford 

strong  evidence  of  legislative  construction  of  the  impolicy, 

if  not  of  the  unconstitutionality  of  the  provision  in  question. 

But  if  the  provisions  were  still  in  force,  the  question  would 

remain,  whether  it  was  designed  to  affect  property  acquired 

under  antecedent  marriages,  and  its  construction,  therefore, 

would  present  a  second  case  for  interpretation  more  obscure 

than  that  under  examination — ignotum  per  ignotius  illustrare. 

In  so  far  as  the  original  statute  professed  to  recognise  any 

power  in  the  courts  to  make  such   provision  in  cases  of 

divorces  a  mensa  et  ihoroy  it  was  clearly  without  the  sanction 

of  the  recognised  principle  attending  divorces  a  vinculo,  as 

was  declared  in  the  case  of  Stephens  vs.  Tolly,  Croke  Eliz.,  908. 

In  Greenly's  case,  8  Coke,  72,  it  was  decided  upon  the 

proper  construction  of  the  32d  Henry  VIII,  ch.  25,  that 

where  a  husband  aliens  and  is  afterward  divorced  causa  pre- 

contractus,  or  for  any  other  cause  that  dissolves  the  marriage  a 

vinculo,  the  wife's  rights  are  reinstated  and  she  may  enter. 

But  this  is  upon  the  express  ground  that  the  sole  basis  of 

the  husband's  right  is  the  marriage;  that  his  right  exists 

only  in  privity,  and  on  a  divorce,  which  totally  dissolve  the 

marriage  ab  initio,  all  privity  between  them  is  at  an  end,  and 

he  has  no  more  claim  than  any  other  stranger  to  intermeddle 

with  her  estate.     Cooley's   Const.  Lim.,  285;  Wright  vs. 

Wright,  2  Md. 
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Cases  were  also  cited  to  show  that  legislatures  have  passed 
laws  modifying  the  existing  provisions  respecting  dower, 
which  have  been  sustained  by  the  courts,  as  implying  a 
similar  power  with  respect  to  curtesy  interests.  But  the 
distinction  between  the  two  cases  is  quite  plain,  and  is  well 
explained  in  Cooley's  Constitutional  Limitations,  p.  361. 
The  potential  right  of  dower  during  the  life  of  the  husband 
is  a  mere  expectancy  which  may  never  be  realized  or  pos- 
sess an  actual  existence.  Until  it  is  vested,  after  the 
husband's  death,  and  perhaps  not  until  it  has  been  actually 
assigned,  it  cannot  be  considered  as  an  estate  at  all,  and 
there  can  be  no  pretence  of  rested  rights  in  connection  with 
it.  Whereas  with  respect  to  tenancy  by  the  curtesy  initiate, 
we  have  seen  it  occupies  the  position  of  all  other  vested 
estates,  and  is  entitled  to  the  same  immunity  from  confisca- 
tion without  due  process  of  law. 

After  the  widow's  right  of  dower  has  been  vested  in  her, 
the  legislature  could  no  more  deprive  her  of  it  by  statute 
than  they  could  condemn  her  to  death  without  accusation 
or  hearing. 

It  is  clear,  therefore,  in  our  opinion,  that  the  married 
woman's  act  does  not  interfere  with  the  judgment. 

4.  But  it  is  insisted  upon  the  part  of  Mrs.  Hitz  that  the 
lien  never  existed,  because  before  the  recovery  of  the  judg- 
ment Hitz  and  his  wife  had  united  in  a  conveyance  of  their 
entire  interest  in  the  land  to  Metzerott  and  Cross,  as  trustees. 

If  this  deed  is  operative  from  its  date,  of  course  this 
contention  is  correct.  But  .it  is  replied  that  although  the 
execution  of  the  deed  of  trust  preceded  the  recovery  of  the 
judgment,  yet  as  it  was  not  recorded  until  after  the  entry 
of  the  judgment,  the  judgment  must  prevail  over  it;  and, 
this  objection  is  based  upon  the  provisions  of  the  statute  of 
27th  April,  1878,  which  is  in  these  following  words  : 

"  All  deeds,  deeds  of  trust,  mortgages,  &c.,  and  any  instru- 
ment of  writing  which  by  law  is  entitled  to  be  recorded  in 
the  office,  &c.,  shall  take  effect  and  be  valid  as  to  creditors 
and  as  to  subsequent  purchasers  for  valuable  consideration 
without  notice,  from  the  time  lohen  such  deed,  deed  of  trusty 
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fc.,  shall,  after  having  been  acknowledged,  approved,  or  cer- 
tified, as  the  ease  may  be,  be  delivered  to  the  recorder  of  deeds 
for  record,  and  from  thai  time  only ;  and  the  recorder  of  deeds 
shall  note  on  each  deed,  &c.,  the  day  and  hour  when  the  same 
ahall  be  received." 

This  statute  repealed  the  antecedent  laws  limiting  the 
time  for  the  recording  of  certain  deeds,  and  it  would  be  com- 
petent now  to  withhold  a  deed  of  trust  from  the  record  for 
years  without  invalidating  its  eftect,  provided  the  rights  of 
creditors,  or  purchasers  without  notice,  are  not  affected 
thereby. 

The  words  of  the  statute  are  perfectly  plain.  Every  such 
deed  as  that  under  examination  shall  take  effect  and  be  valid 
from  the  time  it  shall  be  delivered  to  the  recorder  of  deeds 
for  record,  and  from  that  time  only.  The  time  of  record  of 
this  deed  was  May  13, 1879,  and  by  the  explicit  declaration 
of  the  statute, /rom  that  time  only  can  it  be  of  effect  or  valid 
against  creditors  without  notice.  Two  decisons  of  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  may  be  cited  as  showing 
the  views  entertained  by  that  court  as  to  the  effect  of  similar 
provisions  in  State  statutes. 

In  McCoy  vs.  Rhodes,  11  Howard,  140,  it  appeared  that 
McCoy  recovered  a  judgment  against  Rhodes  on  the  24th  of 
February,  1840,  and  it  was  insisted  that  this  judgment  should 
not  prevail  as  a  lien  against  a  deed  executed  by  Rhodes  on 
the  7th  of  December,  1839,  which  was  not  recorded  until  the 
10th  of  December,  1841,  after  the  rendition  of  the  judgment. 
The  court  says  :  "  According  to  the  statute  law  of  Louisiana 
no  notarial  act  concerning  immovable  property  has'eft'ect 
against  third  persons  until  the  same  shall  have  been  recorded 
in  the  office  of  the  judge  of  the  parish  where  such  property 
w  situated.  In  relation  to  third  persons  the  act  of  sale  not 
recorded  is  considered  as  void.  The  deed  being  a  notarial 
act  took  eftect  the  10th  of  December,  1841,  against  the  judg- 
ment creditor,  and  as  the  lien  of  the  judgment  attached  the 
24th  of  February,  1840,  when  the  title  was  in  Rhodes,  the 
debtor,  this  deed  is  of  no  force  against  the  judgment,  nor  are 
the  subsequent  deeds  founded  upon  it." 
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In  Taylor  vs.  Doe,  18  Howard,  293,  the  court,  in  con- 
struing the  statute  of  Mississippi  upon  the  subject  of  the 
recording  of  deeds*,  which  is  in  these  words:  "Deeds  of 
trust,  &c.,  are  valid  as  against  purchasers  only  from  the 
period  at  which  they  are  delivered  to  the  proper  recording 
officer."  Held,  That  a  trust  deed  dated  21st  of  September^ 
1840,  recorded  7th  of  December,  1840,  must  by  the  operation 
of  the  registry  statutes  be  inevitably  postponed  to  the  rights 
of  the  claimant  under  a  judgment  recovered  on  the  17th  of 
November  in  the  same  year.  Indeed,  any  other  construction 
of  such  provisions  would,  in  the  uniform  language  of  the 
courts,  fritter  away  the  registry  laws  and  render  them  wholly 
nugatory  as  to  creditors ;  for,  as  between  the  parties,  the 
deeds  were  good  without  recording. 

There  is  no  pretense  that  this  complainant  had  notice  of 
the  execution  of  this  deed  of  trust  before  it  was  admitted  to 
record.  Indeed,  it  appears  clearly  in  proof  that  it  was  not 
intended  it  should  be  placed  upon  the  record  until  Hitz's 
indebtedness  to  the  German- American  Bank  should  be 
adjusted  ;  and  this  condition  would  certainly  have  postponed 
the  recording  beyond  the  time  when  it  was  actually  admitted 
to  record.  The  deed  was  withheld  from  the  record  by  the 
express  advice  of  Mrs.  Hitz's  counsel  for  the  purpose  of  pre- 
venting notice  of  its  execution,  with  a  view  to  allaying 
excitement  among  the  creditors  of  the  broken  bank.  The 
possible  injury  to  Hitz's  creditoi's  which  might  result  from 
giving  the  deed  efficacy  from  its  date  against  intervening 
creditors  must  be  apparent.  By  withholding  it  from  the 
record,  persons  advised  by  their  counsel  that  Hitz  was  seized 
of  a  valuable  interest  in  his  wife's  land  which  would  be  liable 
for  his  debts,  might  have  been  induced  to  grant  or  extend 
to  him  credit,  and  thus  incur  the  loss  of  their  debts  upon  the 
production  five  months  or  five  years  afterwards  of  a  secret 
deed  withheld  from  the  records  for  the  purpose  of  lulling 
them  into  a  false  security. 

It  is  unnecessary^  to  examine  in  detail  the  other  objections 
taken  by  the  complainants  to  the  validity  of  the  deed  of 
trust  to  Metzerott  and  Cross.    Admitting  that  those  trustees 
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had  not  accepted  the  trust  actually  or  by  implication,  in  such 
wise  that  their  disclaimer,  recorded  after  the  registry  of  the 
deed,  would  be  effectual  to  discharge  them  from  the  trust, 
still  this  court  would  not  hesitate  to  sustain  the  trust  in  favor 
of  the  benficiaries,  if  otherwise  valid,  and  would  proceed  on 
application,  or  of  its  own  motion  if  necessary,  to  the  appoint- 
ment of  suitable  persons  in  the  place  of  the  disclaiming 
trustees. 

5.  It  is  further  insisted  upon  the  part  of  the  wife  that 
notwithstanding  the  irregularities  in  the  registry  of  the 
deed,  the  judgment  created  no  lien  upon  the  curtesy  in- 
terest of  Ilitz,  because  by  his  words  and  acts  he  had 
previously  disclaimed  all  interest  in  the  real  estate  of  his 
wife;  that  the  deed  of  December  9th,  1878,  was  but  a  mere 
formal  expression  of  his  antecedent  purpose,  and  that  the 
deed,  though  unrecorded,  should  be  sustained  as  an  effective 
settlement  by  the  husband  upon  the  wife  upon  valuable 
consideration. 

The  statements  concerning  the  supposed  disclaimer  are  to 
be  found  in  the  answer  of  Hitz,  pages  17  and  19,  in  these 
words:  *'He  further  says  that  on  or  about  the  1st  of 
November,  1878,  he  ceased  to  have  anything  to  do  directly, 
or  indirectly ,  either  as  the  agent  of  Mrs.  Hitz,  or  otherwise, 
with  the  real  estate  or  personal  property  belonging  to  the 
said  Jane  Hitz,  by  her  inherited  from  her  father,  and  that 
he  has  not  since  that  time  in  any  wise  interfered  with  the 
same;  and  he  further  says,  that  he  never  has  asserted  and 
has  never  known  or  believed  that  he  had  any  control  over, 
ownership  of,  or  estate  in,  any  of  the  property  inherited  by 
his  said  wife,  Jane  C.  Hitz,  by  virtue  of  his  marital  rela- 
tions and  does  not  seek  now  to  do  so."  Again:  "And  this 
defendant  does  not  now  assert,  and  never  has  asserted  any 
title  iu  him  in  or  to  the  said  premises,  and  that  he  does  not 
DOW  claim  any  title  or  interest  thereto  or  therein.  He  fur- 
ther says  that  the  truth  is  that  he  never  had  anything  to  do 
^th  the  title  of  Jane  C.  Hitz,  except  as  her  agent,  and  that 
separate  accounts  of  the  income  thereof  have  always  been 
J^ept,  thus   treating   the  property  as  her  separate   estate 
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coming  from  the  estate  of  M.  Shanks,  deceased."  In  Mrs. 
Hitz's  answer,  pagQ  14  of  the  record,  she  states,  "  that  on  or 
Bbout  the  Ist  of  November,  1878,  she  assumed  exclusive 
control  over  all  her  property,  and  that  the  said  John  Hitz 
thereupon  relinquished  all  control  over  it,  and  ceased  from 
that  time  to  interfere  directly  or  indirectly  with  the  man- 
agement or  conduct  of  her  estate,  or  any  part  thereof,  &c." 

John  Hitz,  in  his  testimony,  page  55,  says :  "  I  treated 
this  as  separate  property  always.  *  *  •  j  always  looked 
upon  myself  as  her  agent  and  had  the  right  by  courtesy  to 
control  it,  and  so  long  as  she  made  no  interference."  And 
again,  he  states,  that,  at  the  time  the  deed  was  made,  or  the 
9th  of  December,  1878,  he  controlled  the  property,  but  sur- 
rendered possession  of  it  to  her  in  November,  18  78.  In  ques- 
tion 151  he  is  asked  :  "Did  she  say  anything  about  getting 
rid  of  your  controlling  interest  in  the  property  ;  such  as  you 
might  have  had  or  might  assert  by  virtue  of  being  her  hus- 
band. (A.)  I  do  not  remember  anything  of  the  kind  if  she 
did.  There  may  have  been  something.  I  had  my  own 
ideas  about  that  at  the  time.  (Q.)  What  were  they?  ( A.) 
I  never  claimed  any  controlling  rights,  then  or  previous 
thereto,  to  the  title  of  the  property.  The  income  went  by 
courtesy  as  long  as  she  did  not  object  to  my  collecting  it." 

Mrs.  llitz,  in  her  testimony,  states  that  after  her  father's 
death  the  estate  was  managed  by  Mr.  Hitz  ;  that  she  took 
very  little  part  in  its  management ;  that  Hitz  collected  the 
rents,  and  that  in  November,  1878,  she  resumed  possession 
and  control  of  the  property  personally,  and  Hitz  then  turned 
it  over  to  her,  and  that  since  that  time  the  rents  have  been 
collected  by  her  agent,  Sherman. 

We  fail  to  see  in  this  testimony,  especially  when  taken 
in  connection  with  the  other  proof,  anything  which  could  in 
law  be  taken  as  sufficient  evidence  of  a  purpose  upon  the 
part  of  Hitz  before  the  execution  of  the  deed  of  trust  to 
disclaim  or  abandon  his  rights  in  the  real  estate  as  husband. 
But  the  authorities  agree  that  if  he  bad  entertained  such 
purpose,  it  could  not  have  been  legally  effected  by  dis- 
claimer, even  in  writing.    As  the  result  of  the  authorities* 
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it  is  stated  in  Ist   Washbarne  on  Real  Property  (128): 
^'And  this  right  initiate,  as  well  as  the  estate  consummate, 
is  liable  to  be  taken  for  his  debts,  nor  can  he  defeat  the 
right  by  any  disclaimer  of  his  right  of  curtesy."    Among 
other  cases  in  which  this  doctrine  was  examined,  is  that  of 
Watson  vs.  Watson,  18  Conn.,  83;  in  which  a  surviving 
husband  sued  in  ejectment  to  recover  possession  from  her 
children  of  lands  left  by  his  deceased  wife.    The  children 
offered  in  evidence  a  written  paper  under  seal,  executed  and 
acknowledged  by  the  husband  after  the  death  of  his  wife, 
and  duly  recorded,  in  which  he  disclaimed  all  pretense  of 
right  or  claim  to  the  lands  as   against  all  persons,  and 
especially  as  against  the  children.     Upon  the  part  of  the 
husband  this  paper  was  objected  to  as  inadmissible,  and  the 
objection  was  sustained.      The  court  says:  "The  object  of 
a  disclaimer  is  to  prevent  an  estate  passing  from  a  grantor 
to  a  grantee  before  title  vested,  but  if  the  grantee  once 
aaaents  and  title  is  thereby  vested  in  him,  he  cannot  by  any 
sabsequeut  disclaimer  revest  the  title  in  the  grantor.     This 
would  be  to  make  a  disclaimer  a  deed,  which  it  is  not,  the 
object  of  a  deed  being  to  transfer  property,  and  of  a  disclaimer 
to  prevent  the  transfer.     An  heir  cannot  by  disclaimer  pre- 
vent a  title  from  vesting  in  him  ;  it  vests  immediately  upon 
the  death  of  the  ancestor.     He  cannot  by  disclaimer  cause 
the  estate  to  remain  in  the  dead  ancestor.     Nor  can  he  by 
disclaimer  transfer  the  estate  to  any  other  person  as  heir  of 
the  ancestor.    A  grantee  before  consent  can  disclaim,  and 
flocan  a  devisee  who  takes  by  grant,  to  which  assent  is 
requisite.    Does  tenant  by  the  curtesy  stand  as  heir  or  as 
purchaser?     It  is  an  estate  thrown  upon  the  tenant  by  the 
curtesy  by  operation  of  law.    It  partakes  rather  of  the 
character  of  an  estate  acquired  by  descent.    Like  the  heir, 
he  cannot,  by  refusing  to  take  it,  cause  it  to  remain  in  the 
^fe,  nor  can  he  by  disclaimer  transfer  it  to  others.    The 
estate  thus  vested  in  him  becomes  immediately  liable  for 
his  debts,  and  he  cannot,  by  any  refusal  to  take  the  property, 
defeat  the  claims  of  his  creditors." 
11 
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The  unrecorded  deed  then  derives  no  validity  from  the 
supposed  disclaimer  of  title  by  acts  in  pais. 

6.  But  it  is  further  insisted  upon  the  part  of  Mrs.  Hitz, 
that  the  deed  to  Metzerott  and  Cross  was  not  voluntary 
and  fraudulent  as  to  creditors,  but  was  founded  upon  valua- 
ble and  meritorious  considerations  which  will  prevail  even 
against  a  judgment  recovered  before  the  record  of  the  deed. 
And  the  attempt  is  made  to  assimilate  the  present  to  those 
cases  in  which  bona  fide  sales  with  payment  of  the  considera- 
tion, but  without  conveyance,  are  allowed  over  a  subsequent 
judgment  against  the  vendor  still  holding  the  legal  title. 

The  consideration  named  in  the  deed  of  trust  is  one  dollar, 
and  it  is  attempted  to  show  against  the  objection  of  the 
complainant  that  it  was  executed  in  fact  upon  very  different 
inducements.  It  is  settled  that  it  is  not  permissible  to  show 
that  the  real  consideration  was  different  in  kind  from  that 
mentioned  in  the  deed.  Thus  in  the  case  of  Sewell  vs. 
Baxter,  3d  Md.  Chancery  Decisions,  454,  the  chancellor 
said:  "The  deed  upon  its  face  is  voluntary,  the  nominal 
consideration  of  $5  mentioned  in  it  being  introduced  sim- 
ply to  give  it  the  character  of  a  bargain  and  sale."  And  he 
proceeds  to  declare  that  it  is  not  competent  for  the  grantee 
to  show  by  parol  that  it  was  not  a  voluntary  settlement  by 
her  father  upon  her,  but  that  the  land  was  purchased  and 
paid  for  by  her  father  with  her  money. 

The  admission  of  such  evidence  would  be  doubly  dangerous 
where,  as  in  the  present  case,  it  consists  of  the  testimony  of 
the  grantors  in  the  deed,  the  husband  and  wife,  endeavoring 
to  change  and  contradict  its  averments  in  the  interest  of 
their  own  equitable  grantee,  the  wife  herself.  Unless  we 
are  to  suppose  that  the  furnace  of  financial  affliction  would 
consume  away  the  innate  dross  of  human  nature,  the  cred- 
itors or  others  outside  of  the  benefits  created  by  the  deed 
might  as  well  despair  of  any  result  at  variance  with  the 
present  wishes  of  the  witnesses  who  are  at  once  the  grantors 
and  the  grantee. 

On  the  other  hand  it  is,  of  course,  admissiblef  to  show  that 
the  true  consideration  was  different  in  amount  from  that 
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mentioned,  provided  it  be  not  different  in  kind.  But  "  where 
the  deed  purports  to  be  upon  a  money  consideration,  it  can- 
not be  shown  that  money  did  not  constitute  the  consideration, 
or  if  voluntary,  or  on  consideration  of  marriage  or  the  like, 
it  cannot  be  shown  that  the  consideration  was  a  moneyed 
one."    Mayfield  vs.  Oilman,  31  Md.,  240. 

The  admissibility,  therefore,  of  such  evidence  mast  be 
tested  by  the  principle  just  mentioned. 

Mrs.  Hitz,  one  of  the  grantors  and  the  equitable  grantee, 
in  her  answer,  in  reply  to  the  charges  of  the  bill  that  the 
conveyance  was  voluntary  and  fraudulent  against  the  com- 
plainant and  others,  says,  that  having  discovered  that  the 
greater  portion  of  her  inheritance  had  been  lost  or  appropri- 
ated by  John  Hitz,  she  assumed  exclusive  control  over  lier 
property  about  the  Ist  of  November,  1878,  and  that  in  order 
to  remedy  in  part  the  wrong  so  inflicted  upon  her  through 
the  misappropriations  and  mismanagement  of  her  property  bj'- 
her  husband,  the  said  deed  of  trust  was  made  and  executed. 

John  Hitz,  the  other  grantor,  in  his  answer,  says  that  his 
wife,  at  his  request,  joined  in  the  conveyance  in  fee  simple 
to  Mattingly  and  Prentiss  of  certain  other  valuable  property, 
previously  conveyed  by  him  to  Hatch,  in  consideration  and 
upon  condition  that  he  would  execute  in  due  form  of  law 
the  conveyance  to  Metzerott  and  Cross.  And  that  she  also 
conveyed  her  dower  right  in  such  property  as  stood  in  the 
name  of  John  Hitz  to  Benjamin  U.  Keyser,  at  the  urgent 
request  of  the  defendant,  John  Hitz,  to  secure  the  payment 
of  any  balance  that  might  be  found  due  to  the  bank ;  and 
he  also  averred  "  that  other  and  more  valuable  considerations 
for  the  executions  of  the  said  deed  existed  at  the  time." 

Metzerott,  one  of  the  grantees,  declared  that  the  deed  was 
delivered  as  an  escrow  to  be  held  and  not  delivered  to  Mrs. 
Hitz  until  all  the  transactions  of  Hitz  with  the  German 
Bank  had  been  settled,  and  that  it  was  placed  on  record  by 
Mrs.  Hitz  in  breach  of  her  agreement  with  the  trustees. 

The  evidence  of  Mrs.  Hitz  states  that  she  was  not  satisfied 
with  the  way  in  which  her  property  had  been  managed,  and 
that  she  made  it  a  condition  of  her  writing  in  the  deed  to 
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Keyser  (meaning  to  Mattingly  and  Prentiss)  of  the  New  York 
House,  that  the  residue  of  her  estate  should  be  conveyed  to 
trustees.  She  is  asked  :  "  Will  you  state  upon  what  other 
considerations  in  addition  to  this  New  York  House  this  con- 
veyance was  made  to  you,  as  you  understand  it?"  She  states 
in  reply  :  "  Well,  I  don't  know  what  other  consideration 
there  was.  (Q).  There  was  no  other  consideration  than  the 
exchange  of  the  New  York  House — ^your  deed  of  that? 
(A).  That  was  all." 

John  Hitz,  on  his  examination,  when  asked  to  state  upon 
what  consideration  and  under  what  circumstances  that  con- 
veyance was  made,  replies  :  "The  consideration  was  an 
obligation  on  her  part  that  she  would  sign  a  conveyance  of 
the  property  on  Pennsylvania  avenue,  corner  Jackson  Hall 
Alley." 

Metzerott,  in  his  testimony,  says  Mr.  Walter  Cox  was  at 
that  time  Mrs.  Hitz's  counsel,  and  Mrs.  Hitz  told  me  she 
asked  Mr.  Cox  what,  after  Mr.  Hitz's  debts  were  all  paid, 
and  if  anything  was  left  of  her  property,  could  be  done  to 
protect  that  so  that  it  could  not  be  touched  at  any  future 
day  for  the  debts  which  he  might  create.  She  stated  that 
Mr.  Cox  advised  her  that  she  should  get  him  to  execute 
such  a  deed  in  her  favor  to  a  trustee,  or  to  two  trustees, 
friends  of  hers,  and  she  asked  me  whether  I  would  consent 
to  act  as  such.  This  occurred  in  my  store  a  short  time  after 
the  failure  of  the  German  American  Bank  and  before  the 
deed  was  made.  I  told  her  of  course  it  was  understood  that 
that  paper  was  not  to  go  on  record  until  all  matters  were 
settled,  and  she  said  that  Mr.  Cox  told  her  that  the  paper 
would  not  go  on  record  until  all  present  claims  against  Mr. 
Hitz  had  been  settled  up.  That  was  before  the  paper  was 
executed.  That  he  then  went  to  Mr.  Cox's  house  with  her, 
and  Mr.  Cox  then  said  that  that  paper  would  have  no 
effect  and  would  create  a  very  bad  impression  if  it  was 
placed  on  record,  that  it  could  not  be  of  any  effect,  but  that 
it  was  an  excellent  thing  for  the  future." 

The  dates  of  the  deeds  are  important,  the  deed  of  trust 
to  Metzerott  and  Cross  bearing  date  of  the  9th  of  December^ 
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1878,  and  that  to  Keyser  of  potential  right  of  her  dower  in 
her  husband's  land  was  executed  2d  of  November,  1878  ;  and 
that  to  Mattingly  and  Prentiss  of  the  New  York  House  of 
the  property  previously  conveyed  by  her  husband  to  Hatch, 
bears  date  18th  December,  1878  ;  no  two  of  the  deeds  were 
executed  contemporaneously. 

Upon  a  careful  consideration  of  the  whole  testimony,  we 
cannot  arrive  at  the  conclusion  that  the  evidence  sustains 
the  allegation  in  Mrs.  Hitz's  answer  that  the  deed  was  given 
to  reimburse  her  for  her  husbuand's  former  extravagances, 
or  the  dift'erent  assertion  in  her  testimoney  that  it  was  given 
upon  no  other  consideration  than  that  she  should  contempo- 
raneously  execute  a  deed  of  the  New  York  House,  nor  that 
it  sustains  the  averment  in  the  answer  of  John  Hitz  that 
the  consideration  was  the  execution  of  the  hotel  deed — the 
release  of  her  dower  in  the  lands  of  Hitz  and  other  valuable 
considerations.  On  the  contrary  we  think  the  effect  of  the 
evidence  is  to  sustain  the  further  statement  in  Hitz's  answer, 
(page  18)  and  in  his  evidence,  page  69,  and  in  Metzerott's 
evidence;  that  the  purpose  of  the  wife  was  to  save  her 
property  from  further  entanglement  by  removing  it  entirely, 
if  possible,  from  her  husband's  control,  and  from  liability  for 
hisfntare  debts. 

And  this  is  altogether  in  consonance  with  the  language  of 
the  deed  itself,  prepared  by  eminent  counsel  (according  to 
Metzerott's  evidence),  at  the  request  of  Mrs.  Hitz  for  the 
protection  of  her  property,  thereafter,  if  the  existing  debts 
of  her  husband  should  all  be  paid,  from  any  future  indebted^ 
ne%  on  his  part. 

The  deed  of  trust  to  Metzerott  and  Cross  then  was  a 

voluntary  settlement  by  John  Hitz  of  his  existing  vested 

interest  as  tenant  by  the  curtesy  initiate,  for  the  benefit  of 
his  wife. 

But  such  a  voluntary  conveyance  from  a  husband  to  his 
wife,  so  far  as  the  same  is  in  derogation  of  the  rights  of 
subsisting  creditors,  in  the  eye  of  the  courts  is  fraudulent 
and  void.    Hermann  on  Executions,  sec.  134. 

It  is  with  no  idea  that  a  word  of  authority  can  be  supposed 
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necessary  in  support  of  so  manifest  a  proposition,  that  I  refer 
to  the  case  of  Vanduzen  vs,  Vanduzen,  6th  Paige  Ch.,  866, 
but  I  quote  from  the  opinion  of  Chancellor  Walworth  because 
it  so  well  expresses  the  feelings  which  have  inspired  me  in 
the  examination  of  this  case. 

In  that  case  the  bill  was  filed  by  a  wife  against  a  worth- 
less husband  and  his  creditors  for  an  injunction  to  prevent 
a  sale  under  judgments.  It  charges  that  the  judgments 
were  recovered  for  money  won  at  cards,  though  this  was 
denied.  The  chancellor:  "Neither  do  I  think  it  competent 
for  the  wife  in  such  a  case  as  this  to  impeach  the  considera- 
tion of  a  judgment  recovered  against  her  husband,  unless 
she  can  also  satisfy  the  court  that  the  judgment  is  the  result 
of  collusion  or  conspiring  between  her  husband  and  mere 
nominal  creditors  to  deprive  her  and  her  children  of  an 
equitable  right  to  a  provision  for  a  support  out  of  her  prop- 
erty. There  is  no  doubt  that  the  husband  has  ruined  him- 
self by  gaming,  and  if  his  interest  as  tenant  by  the  curtesy  in 
his  wife's  real  estate  is  sold  on  execution  upon  this  judgment, 
his  wife  and  children  will  be  left  without  any  means  of 
support  during  his  life. 

"In  the  case  under  consideration,  with  the  strongest  desire 
to  protect  if  possible  this  unfortunate  wife  and  her  helpless 
children,  who  are  about  to  be  reduced  to  beggery  in  conse- 
quence of  the  husband's  improper  conduct,  aided  by  his 
creditors,  I  have  not  been  able  to  find  any  principle  either 
of  law  or  equity  which  can  authorise  this  court  to  interfere 
with  the  husband's  legal  estate  as  tenant  by  the  curtesy 
initiate  in  the  wife's  real  property,  so  as  to  place  it  beyond 
his  reach  and  the  reach  of  his  creditors." 

7.  It  is  also  claimed  that  this  court  in  the  present  case 
should  restrain  the  creditor  from  realizing  his  claim  by  the 
sale  of  the  husband's  curtesy  interest  in  his  wife's  land,  until 
a  suitable  provision  should  first  be  made  out  of  the  interest 
they  expect  to  sell,  for  the  benefit  of  the  wife  and  her  children, 
in  view  of  the  wasteful  manner  in  which  the  husband  has 
dealt  with  her  estate. 

The  cases  cited  in  support  of  this  contention  refer  to  the 
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action  of  courts  of  chancery  in  securing  what  is  called  the 
wife's  equity  to  a  reasonable  provision  out  of  her  estate,  but 
they  are  not  at  all  applicable  to  the  present  case.  The  wife's 
equity  relates  only  to  her  right  to  a  provision  out  of  the 
claims  of  the  husband  upon  the  wife's  property  in  action. 
According  to  Chancellor  Kent,  Vol.  2,  (141),  the  wife's 
equity  only  attaches  upon  that  part  of  her  personal  property 
in  action  which  the  hasband  cannot  acquire  without  the 
assistance  of  a  court  of  equity.  If  the  husband  or  his 
assignee  has  ab'cady  reduced  the  property  into  possession  a 
court  of  equity  does  not  interfere. 

In  Mitchell  vs.  Lanier,  9  Humphreys,  148,  where  the  wife 
made  this  claim  against  her  husband  and  his  creditors  in  a 
case  of  great  hardship,  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  Tennessee 


"  The  wife's  right  to  an  equitable  provision  out  of  the 
estate,  against  her  husband  and  his  creditors,  ceases  when 
the  hasband  obtains  possessions  of  the  estate.  In  the  case 
before  us  the  husband  has  been  long  in  possession,  and,  as  a 
tenant  by  the  curtesy,  is  entitled  to  a  life  estate  therein. 
Upon  the  whole  we  are  constrained  to  say  there  is  no  reported 
<a8e,  nor  is  there  any  principle  recognized  by  a  court  of 
ehancery  by  which  the  relief  asked  can  be  sustained." 

In  the  present  proceedings  Hitz  is  not  seeking  the  aid  of 
a  court  of  chancery  to  obtain  possession  of  his  wife^s  estate. 
He  had  been  seized  of  this  vested  estate  since  the  death  of 
Michael  Shanks  in  1864.  The  complainant  is  a  creditor  who 
was  authorized  to  trust  him  upon  his  long  possession  of  this 
curtesy  interest,  of  fourteen  years  duration  when  this  note 
was  given.  The  bank  is  not  here  seeking  to  seize  the  prop- 
erty of  the  wife,  but  to  sell  the  interest  of  the  husband  in 
W  lands,  belonging  to  him  as  firmly  under  the  laws  of  the 
country  as  if  his  wife  and  her  father  had  conveyed  it  to  him 
before  the  marriage. 

8.  The  circumstance  brought  to  our  attention  that  the 
credit  was  not  given  by  the  bank  to  Hitz  until  after  the 
passage  of  the  act  of  1869,  and  that,  therefore,  the  bank 
was  warned  of  the  purpose  of  Congress,  and  should  not  be 
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allowed  to  look  to  this  property  for  payment,  is  quite  imma- 
terial. What  did  the  act  of  1869  advise  these  creditors? 
Properly  construed,  according  to  the  unmistakable  canons  of 
interpretation,  it  clearly  told  all  the  world  that  Hitz's  curtesy 
continued  to  be  liable  for  his  debts  notwithstanding  the 
passage  of  that  act ;  and  the  fact  that  they  trusted  him 
after  the  passage  of  the  act  of  1869,  is  therefore  as  power- 
less to  defeat  their  lien  as  would  be  the  fact  that  they  had 
trusted  him  after  the  passage  of  that  act  upon  the  faith  of 
property  acquired  by  him  by  inheritance  or  by  hard  labor 
before  their  eyes.  One  of  these  descriptions  of  property 
was  just  as  fully  liable  for  his  debt  before  the  passage  of  the 
act  of  1869  as  the  others,  and  they  all  remained  equally 
liable  after  the  law  had  passed,  wholly  unaffected  by  its 
enactment. 

9.  The  counsel  for  Mrs.  Hitz  have  urged  with  great 
earnestness  that  on  equitable  principles  this  curtesy  interest 
should  not  be  sold  until  some  effective  proceedings  have 
been  taken  by  the  complainant  to  collect  the  debt  from  the 
other  parties  to  the  note.  The  intimation  is  made  that 
under  the  existing  condition  of  affairs  the  husband's  curtesy 
interest  is  to  be  sold  to  the  infinite  distress  and  injury  of 
his  wife,  while  the  other  parties  are  to  be  left  undisturbed, 
and  this  too  in  the  presence  of  a  claim  by  them  in  the  suit 
at  law  that  the  complainant  has  dealt  unfairly  with  them  in 
not  applying  certain  collaterals  which,  if  properly  applied, 
would  be  a  satisfaction  of  the  judgment  in  part  or  in  whole. 

Apart  from  the  fact  that  there  is  no  proof  supporting 
this  allegation,  it  is  manifest  that  the  judgment  against 
John  Hitz  merged  the  cause  of  action  as  to  him — that  no 
inquiry  can  now  be  made  in  this  proceeding  into  the  con- 
sideration or  orignal  surroundings  of  the  notes,  and  that  if 
the  complainant  is  to  be  prevented  from  collecting  the 
money  from  either  of  its  debtors  until  each  of  the  others 
shall  have  been  equally  pressed,  the  debt  will  never  be  made 
at  all.  If  Mrs.  Hitz  shall  pay  this  judgment  out  of  her 
other  property  which  is  unaffected  by  it  and  have  it  assigned 
to  her  use,  she  will  be  entitled  to  be  reimbursed  from  each 
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of  the  other  debtors,  in  the  same  way  that  either  of  them 
who  might  pay  the  jadgment  could  claim  reinbursement  of 
his  aliqaot  proportion  from  the  estate  of  John  Hitz. 

The  hardship  of  a  decision  in  favor  of  the  complainant 

has  been  pressed  by  the  counsel  of  Mrs.  Hitz  with  great 

feeling  and  eloquence.    It  required  no  such  appeal  to  inspire 

our  qrmpathy  in  her  behalf^  and  this  feeling  has  impelled  us 

to  a  more  carefal  examination  of  the  whole  case  with  an 

aniious  desire  to  give  to  her  at  this  late  day,  to  a  limited 

extent  at  least,  something  of  the  protection  which  neither 

her  father  nor  her  friends  had  the  forethought  to  surround 

lier  with  before  her  marriage. 

By  a  proper  ante-nuptial  settlement,  almost  universal  for 
a  century  past  in  England,  or  by  proper  conveyance  after- 
wards, before  John  Hitz  became  indebted,  her  property 
might  have  been  fully  protected  from  the  improvidence  of 
her  husband,  or  of  herself,  as  is  now  the  case  with  the  prop- 
erty of  all  women  married  within  the  District  of  Columbia, 
since  the  year  1869,  when  the  statute  undertook  to  make  a 
general  provision  on  the  subject.  But  nothing  of  the  kind 
was  done  in  this  case,  and  the  property  was  left  as  it  was  at 
the  common  law.  It  is  not  within  our  power  to  do  other- 
wise than  declare  the  law  as  we  find  it,  and  this  we  have 
attempted  to  do. 

It  is  a  total  misconception  of  the  duties  of  courts  of  equity 
to  suppose  that  they  should  decide  upon  principles  of  abstract 
j^ce  without  reference  to  the  controlling  eflPect  of  the  de- 
cisions of  courts.    In  the  language  of  an  eminent  recent 
writer,  Smith's  Equity  Jurisprudence,  page  8:     "In  the 
most  general  sense,  equity  is  synonymous  with  natural  jus- 
tice.   But  equity,  as  contradistinguished  from  law,  and  as 
administered  in  our  courts  of  equity,  has  a  much  narrower 
and  otherwise  dift'erent  signification.      Many  matters  of 
natural  justice  by  the  equity  jurisprudence  of  this  and  every 
other  dvilized  nation,  are  left  to  be  disposed  of  in  foro  con- 
9eimtuB^  from  the  difliculty  of  framing  any  general  rules  to 
meet  them,  and  from  the  mischief  and  inconvenience  which 
would  arise  from  attempting  judicially  to  enforce  such  duties 
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as  charity,  gratitude  and  kindness,  or  even  positive  engage- 
ments, where  they  are  not  founded  on  a  valuable  considera- 
tion, or,  at  least,  on  what  is  deemed  a  good  consideration. 

•  •  •  •  * 

^*  The  truth  then  appears  to  be  this :  first,  that  a  large 
portion  of  natural  equity  is  left  to  be  administered  in  foro 
conscientice;  because  in  addition  to  the  difficulty  of  pro- 
pounding precise  rules  applicable  to  all  cases,  a  greater  detri- 
ment and  inconvenience  to  the  community  would  ensue 
from  attempting  to  enforce  it  in  the  public  courts,  than 
from  leaving  it  to  the  decision  and  the  power  of  conscience, 
and  to  the  various  motives  by  which  mankind  are  ordinarily 
influenced." 

The  duty  of  a  court  of  equity  is  performed  when  it  decides 
in  accordance  with  well-established  principles,  and  decisions 
based  upon  the  existing  state  of  the  law  must  be  just,  since 
the  law  is  justice. 


Mr.  Chief -Justice  Cartter  dissented,  saying  in  substance : 

I  dissent  from  the  conclusion  of  the  court.  I  do  not 
propose  to  give  ray  reasons  in  detail,  but  merely  wish  to 
record  my  vote  against  this  great  wrong. 

The  doctrine  of  vested  rights  has  no  application  to  this 
case  ;  before  this  debt  was  contracted  these  creditors  were 
advised  by  the  law  that  they  could  not  touch  this  estate. 

"  In  the  District  the  right  of  any  married  woman  to  any  prop- 
erty,  personal  or  real,  belonging  to  her  at  the  time  of  marriage, 
or  acquired  during  marriage,  in  any  other  way  than  by  gift  or 
conveyance  from  her  husband,  shall  be  as  absolute  as  if  she 
were  unmarried,  and  shall  not  be  subject  to  the  disposal  of  her 
husband,  nor  be  liable  for  his  debts.^^    R.  S.  D.  C,  727. 

There  is  no  mistaking  the  language  of  the  law.  It  shall 
be  absolutely  hers  ;  it  shall  not  be  subject  to  his  debts,  and 
it  speaks  of  all  her  property,  whether  acquired  antecedent  to 
marriage  or  during  marriage.     He  who  runs  may  read. 

Was  this  law  constitutional?  The  subject  has  been  treated 
as  though  Uitz  had  purchased  this  property  ;  as  though  Con- 
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gres3  had  no  power  over  *the  institution  of  marriage  in  this 
particular  ;  as  though  they  were  legislating  about  property 
purchased  instead  of  the  conditions  of  a  married  life.  A 
good  reply  to  that,  is  that  all  the  property  that  Hitz  obtained 
here  is  created  by  law.  He  has  no  deed  for  it ;  he  never  en- 
tered into  any  contract  for  it ;  she  did  not  even  own  it  when 
he  married  her,  and  all  the  title  that  he  has  is  a  title  created 
by  law,  a  title  created  by  the  same  authority  that  qualifies  it. 

Legislation  has  laid  its  hand  upon  everything  connected 
with  the  institution  of  marriage.  It  divorces  husband  and 
wife ;  it  partitions  the  property  of  the  one  to  the  use  of  the 
other ;  it  legislates  as  to  the  offspring  begotten  by  the  mar- 
riage, and  why  may  it  not  declare  inviolate  the  rights  of  the 
parties  to  it  ?  and  that  is  all  that  this  statute  does.  It  simply 
declares  that  a  creditor's  execution  shall  not  reach  the  wife's 
property  for  the  husband's  debts.  Why  may  not  the  law 
declare  this?  It  is  all  the  time  declaring  where  executions 
shall  run  and  where  they  shall  be  withheld  :  First,  they 
shall  run  against  the  person.  Then  they  withhold  it  from 
the  person.  Then  it  shall  run  against  a  portion  of  the 
property,  and  not  against  another  portion.  Why  not  in 
this  instance?  It  is  a  part  of  the  law  of  the  remedy,  and 
it  has  always  been  held  that  the  law  maker  has  the  power 
of  defining  the  remedy. 

If  it  be,  as  has  been  said,  a  vain  avowal  that  the  husband 
never  claimed  the  rights  of  a  husband  in  this  property,  yet 
there  is  another  feature  in  this  case  which  should  be  conclu- 
sive. Mrs.  Hitz  went  to  Europe,  leaving  her  husband  here. 
When  she  came  home  she  found  one  piece  of  her  patrimony 
conveyed  to  this  bank,  and  found  them  in  pursuit  of  another. 
8he  advised  with  counsel  and  it  resulted  in  her  saying,  "  I 
^iU  execute  a  deed  for  this  house  if  you  will  divorce  your- 
self from  the  rest  of  ray  property  and  any  claims  to  it." 
They  consented,  and  she  executed  a  deed.  One  dollar 
^as  denominated  as  the  consideration,  and  it  is  said  that 
^hereal  consideration  cannot  now  be  shown.  I  doubt  this. 
The  real  consideration  can  always  be  shown  where  there  is  a 
nominal  recital  for  a  consideration  in  a  deed.    So  that  the 
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wife  having  bought  all  the  title  in  curtesy  of  her  husband, 
when  his  creditors  come  into  court  demanding  her  property 
for  his  indebtedness,  she  can  very  well  reply,  "I  have  bought 
out  all  his  interest.  For  he  agreed  to  acquit  the  reat  of 
my  estate  when  I  conveyed  the  house,  and  that  conveyance 
was  the  consideration  for  the  acquittal." 

But  aside  from  these  circumstances,  I  cannot  give,  my 
consent  to  a  repealing  of  the  statute,  for  if  the  statute  is 
constitutional,  and,  as  against  these  creditors,  I  have  no 
doubt  of  it,  it  is  conclusive  of  this  controversy. 

The  Chief  Justice  and  Associate  Justices  Hagner  and 
James  sat  in  this  case. 


Dennis  Ferry  bt  al.  vs.  Charles  A.  Lanqley  et  al. 

>  In  Equity.    No.  6963. 

5  Decided  March  %%  1881. 

}  The  Chief  Justice  and  Justices  Haoneb  and  Juns  stttin^r* 

Testator  devised  a  house  and  lot  to  his  daughter,  E.  F.,  ^^  in  trust  for  the 
benefit  of  her  chUdren,  without  particularizing  them  by  their  names. 
A  like  devise  in  trust  was  made  to  each  of  three  other  daughters.  He 
then  devised  a  house  and  lot  to  his  daughters.  E.  F.  and  M.  L.,  ''  in 
trust  lor  the  benefit  of  their  children."  The  will  then  declared  :  "  In 
the  above  devises  and  bequests  that  I  have  made  I  wish  it  to  be  under- 
stood that  my  desire  is  that  the  property  so  named  and  designated,  be 
held  in  trust  by  the  persons  so  named  as  trustees  until  the  youngest 
child  in  each  family  shall  become  of  age,  when  it  shall  be  conveyed 
to  them  as  tenants  in  common."  Th»re  was  no  evidence  as  to  the 
value  of  the  respective  properties,  nor  as  to  how  many  children  there 
were  in  each  family,  nor  what  advances  had  been  made  to  them  by 
the  testator  in  his  lifetime.  Held^  That,  in  the  absence  of  this  evi- 
dence, by  the  assistance  of  which  the  court  mij?ht  have  decided  differ- 
ently, and  guided  only  by  the  face  of  the  will  to  discover  the  inten- 
tion of  the  testator,  the  devise  to  E.  F.  and  M.  L.  must  be  construed 
as  meaning  that  they  were  to  take  as  trustees  for  two  families  or 
groups  of  children,  and  that  each  group  took  one-half  of  the  devise. 

STATEMENT  OF   THE  CASE. 

Appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  Special  Term  dismissing 
plaintiif's  bill. 

The  case  arose  upon  the  construction  of  the  following 
will  : 

"  In  the  name  of  God,  Amen,  I,  Joseph  Edwards,  of  the 
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« 

city  of  Washington,  District  of  Columbia,  being  sick  and 
-weak  in  body,  but  of  sound  mind,  memory  and  understand- 
ing, considering  the  certainty  of  death,  and  the  uncertainty 
of  the  time  thereof,  and  being  desirous  to  settle  my  worldly 
affairs,  do  make  and  publish  this,  my  last  will  and  testament, 
in  manner  and  form  following,  that  is  to  say  :  That  after  my 
jast  delfts  and  funeral  expenses  are  paid,  I  devise  and  be- 
queath as  follows  :  I  give  and  bequeath  to  my  son  Edward 
Edwards,  in  trust  for  the  benefit  of  his  children,  the  two 
houses  and  lots  on  which  they  stand.     [Described.] 

"I give  and  bequeath  to  my  daughter,  Isabella  Keiber,  in 
trust  for  the  benefit  of  her  children,  all  and  every  part  of  a 
tract  of  land  lying  and  being  in  the  county  of  Montgomery, 
[Described.] 

"I also  give  and  bequeath  to  my  daughter,  Isabella  Keiber, 
in  trust  for  the  benefit  of  her  children,  the  two  houses  and 
lots  on  which  they  are  erected  fronting  on  an  alley,  in 
square  number  163. 

"I  give  and  bequeath  to  my  daughter,  Martha  Diggs,  in 
trust  for  the  benefit  of  her  children,  the  two  frame  houses 
and  lots  on  which  they  are  erected.  [Described.]  Also,  I 
give  my  daughter,  Martha  Diggs,  in  trust  for  her  children, 
a  house  and  the  lot  on  which  it  is  erected.     [Described.] 

"I  give  and  bequeath  to  my  daughter,  Eliza  Ferry,  in 
trust  for  the  benefit  of  her  children,  the  brick  house  and 
lot  on  which  it  is  erected.     [Described.] 

"I  give  and  bequeath  to  my  daughter,  Mary  Langley,  in 
trust  for  the  benefit  of  her  children,  the  brick  house  and  lot 
on  which  it  is  erected.     [Described.] 

"I  give  and  bequeath  to  my  son,  Edward  Edwards,  in 
trust  for  the  benefit  of  John,  Charles,  Mary  and  Hannah 
Perry,  children  of  my  deceased  daughter,  Sarah  Ferry,  the 
house  and  lot  on  which  it  is  erected.     [Described.] 

^^  I  give  and  bequeath  to  my  daughter Sy  Eliza  Ferry  and  Mary 
Langley,  in  trust  for  the  benefit  of  their  children,  the  house  and 
^  on  which  it  is  erected,  fronting  on  L  street,  house  No.  1428, 
in  square  216,  being  the  next  house  west  of  the  one  bequeathed  to 
^'  Edward  Edwards,  in  trust  for  his  children. 
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"  In  the  above  devises  and  bequests  that  I  have  made,  I 
wish  it  to  be  understood  that  my  desire  is,  that  the  property 
so  named  and  designated,  be  held  in  trust  by  the  persons  so 
named  as  trustees,  until  the  youngest  child  in  each  family 
shall  become  of  age,  when  it  shall  be  conveyed  to  them  as 
tenants  in  common."         •••••## 

The  bill  asserts  that  the  children  of  Eliza  Ferry  and  Mary 
A.  Langley,  under  the  last  devise  contained  in  this  will,  take 
the  property  mentioned  therein  per  capita  and  not  per  stirpes; 
the  defendants  maintained  the  contrary.  The  cause  was 
heard  on  bill  and  answer. 

Andrew  B.  Duvall  for  plaintiffs. 

Whether  the  devisees  take  per  capita  or  not  depends  upon 
whether  they  take  in  their  right  or  by  representation, 
whether  the  word  is  a  word  of  purchase  or  limitation.  2 
Redf.  Wills,  256,  note. 

"  Children  "  is  naturally  a  word  of  purchase  and  is  never 
converted  into  a  word  of  limitation  unless  absolutely  neces- 
sary to  effectuate  the  intention  of  the  testator.  Roper, 
69-70.  Where  there  is  a  devise  or  bequest  to  the  children 
of  several  persons,  whether  it  be  "  to  the  children  of  A  and 
B,"  or  *^  to  the  children  of  A  and  the  children  of  B,"  they 
take  per  capita  and  not  per  stirpes.  2  Jarmen  Wills,  111  ;  2 
Eedf.  Wills,  897  ;  8  Bro.  C.  C,  367  ;  2  P.  Wm.,  384 ,  2 
Vem.,  705  ;  1  Saudf.,  860-4  ;  6  Paige,  89  ;  4  H.  &  J.,  589  ; 
5  Cr.  C.  C,  659. 

The  learned  justice  below  conceded  that  this  was  a  devise 
per  capita  ;  but  he  thought  the  last  clause  of  the  will  con- 
trolled it,  and  that  clause  could  only  be  gratified  by  holding 
this  to  be  a  devise  to  the  families  as  such. 

But  the  rule  of  construction  is,  if  the  testator  uses  in  one 
part  of  his  will  words  having  a  clear  meaning  in  law,  and  in 
another  words  inconsistent  with  the  former,  the  first  words 
are  not  to  be  cancelled  or  overthrown.  The  doctrine  is  that 
the  general  intent,  though  first  expressed,  shall  overrule  the 
particular  ;  f.  «.,  technical  words  or  words  of  known  legal 
import,  shall  have  their  legal  effect  unless  from  subsequent 
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inconsistent  words  it  is  very  clear  that  the  testator  meant 

otherwise.     2.  Wms.  Ex.  (6th  Am.  ed.),  972-3-8  -,  2  Bligh, 

66  ;  6  Pet.,  78  ;  1  Jarmen,  413. 
If  there  are  words  which  have  no  intelligible  meaning,  or 

are  absurd  or  repugnant  to  the  clear  intent  of  the  rest  of  the 

will,  they  may  be  rejected.     12  Mass.,  648. 

According  to  its  apparent  grammatical  reading,  by  this 
last  clause  each  and  every  devise  is  revoked  ;  and  when  the 
youngest  child  in  each  family  becomes  of  age,  each  parcel  of 
land  mentioned  in  the  will  is  to  be  conveyed  to  them  (the 
yoQDgest  child  in  each  family)  as  tenants  in  common.  Shall 
language  so  exceedingly  unintelligible,  vague  and  uncertain, 
control  a  devise  which  but  for  it  would  be  beyond  contro- 
versy ? 

Cook  &  C!olb  for  defendants  : 

It  is  submitted  that  the  proper  construction  of  the  lan- 
guage of  the  clause  of  the  will  in  question,  gives  the  prop- 
erty to  the  children  of  the  trustees  by  families  and  not  per 
capita.  2  Redf.  on  Wills,  50  ;  1  De  Gex.  &  Smole,  865  ;  16 
Beav.,486;  11  Wheat.,  875  ;  17  Wend.,  119  ;  5  Cow.,  221  j 
1  Halst.  Law,  184  :  6  Dutch.,  845  ;  12  Leigh,  850  ;  8  Jones' 
Eq.,  100,  204  ;  11  G.  &  J.,  123  ;  11  B.  Mon.,  82  ;  27  Penn., 
55 ;  40  Penn.,  Ill ;  46  Conn.,  467. 

In  this  case,  as  in  all  others,  the  paramount  rule  must  be 
applied,  that  the  intention  of  the  testator,  to  be  gathered 
from  the  whole  will  and  circumstances,  must  govern. 

The  English  rule  of  construction  that  "  a  gift  to  children, 
grandchildren,  or  heirs,  is  equivalent  to  naming  them  there- 
in, and  of  a  different  intention  in  the  context."  2  Jarmen  on 
Wills  (1st  Am.  ed.),  Ill,  cited  with  approval  in  Raymond 
w.Hillhouse,  46  Conn.,  467. 

The  intention  of  the  testator  to  give  the  property  in  ques- 
tion to  the  two  families  equally,  is  manifest  from  other  por- 
tions of  the  will.  Throughout  the  will  he  gives  to  his  grand- 
children by  families,  without  exception,  unless  this  clause  is 
to  be  made  an  exception  by  construction.  In  the  clause 
Qnder  consideration  he  gives  to  two  of  his  daughters,  in  tnist 
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for  their  children,  dividiHg  them  into  families  by  the  appoint- 
ment of  trustees.  Had  the  devise  been  to  the  daughters, 
without  the  addition  of  the  words  creating  the  trusty  each 
would  have  taken  a  moiety. 

In  the  last  clause  the  testator  provides  that  the  property 
is  "  to  be  held  in  trust  ♦  •  ♦  until  the  youngest  child 
in  each  family  shall  become  of  age,  when  it  shall  be  conveyed 
to  them  as  tenants  in  common."  If  the  construction  con- 
tended for  by  complainants  should  be  adopted,  the  property 
in  question  could  not  be  conveyed  to  the  beneficiaries  until 
the  youngest  child  in  both  families  should  become  of  age, 
thus  taking  the  clause  in  question  entirely  out  of  the  opera- 
tion of  the  rule  prescribed  by  the  testator. 

It  may  be  remarked  that  there  are  nine  children  in  the 
family  of  complainants  and  iioo  in  that  of  the  defendants. 

Mr.  Justice  James  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  case  involves  the  construction  of  a  will  in  which  the 
testator  has  made  the  following  provisions: 

He  gives  a  certain  lot  to  his  daughter,  Isabella  Keiber,  in 
trust  for  the  benefit  of  her  children ;  then  in  a  similar  manner 
he  proceeds  to  give  certain  lots  to  the  mothers  of  certain 
groups  of  children  until  he  comes  to  these  premises: 

"  I  give  and  bequeath  to  my  son,  Edward  Edwards,  in 
trust  for  the  benefit  of  John,  Charles,  Joseph,  Mary  and 
Hannah  Ferry,  children  of  my  deceased  daughter,  Sarah 
Ferry,"  a  certain  house  and  lot. 

The  provisions  which  we  have  specially  to  consider  so  as 
to  determine  the  meaning  of  one  particular  clause,  are  the 
devises  to  Eliza  Ferry  and  Mary  Langley.  There  are  three 
which  relate  to  these  persons.    The  first  is: 

"  I  give  and  bequeath  to  my  daughter,  Eliza  Ferry,  in 
trust  for  the  benefit  of  her  children,  the  brick  house  and 
lot  on  which  it  is  erected."     [Describing.] 

The  next  is:  "I  give  and  bequeath  to  my  daughter,  Mary 
Langley,  in  trust  for  the  benefit  of  her  children,  the  brick 
house  and  lot  on  which  it  is  erected."     [Describing  it.] 

These  are  separate  devises:  one  to  Eliza  Ferry,  for  her 
children,  and  one  to  Mary  Langley,  in  trust  for  her  children, 


I 


Ferry  v.  Langley.  145 

the  names  of  none  of  the  children  being  mentioned  in  either 
devise. 

Next  he  proceeds  to  devise  to  those  two  persons  together, 
as  trustees,  in  the  following  terms: 

"I  give  and  bequeath  to  my  daughters,  Eliza  Ferry  and 
Mary  Langley,  in  trust  for  the  benefit  of  their  children,  the 
house  and  lot  on  which  it  is  erected,  fronting  on  L  street, 
house  No.  1428."     [Describing  it.] 

Last  of  all  he  provides  that  "  in  the  above  devises  and 
bequests  that  I  have  made,  I  wish  it  to  be  understood  that 
my  desire  is,  that  the  property  so  named  and  designated  be 
held  in  trust  by  the  persons  so  named  as  trustees,  until  the 
youngest  child  in  each  family  shall  become  of  age,  when  it 
shall  be  conveyed  to  them  as  tenants  in  common." 

It  will  be  perceived  that  while  the  testator  gives  a  par- 
ticular lot  to  Eliza  Ferry  separately  for  the  benefit  of  her 
children,  and  a  particular  lot  to  Mary  Langley,  in  trust  for 
the  benefit  of  her  children,  he  conveys  only  one  house  and 
lot  to  these  two  mothers  jointly  for  the  benefit  of  their 
children,  without  stating  in  terms  how  they  are  to  take. 
The  question  which  we  are  called  upjn  to  decide  is  whether 
the  children  of  Eliza  Ferry  and  the  children  of  Mary  Langley 
as  groups  take  one-half,  or  whether,  in  case  there  are  nine 
children  in  one  group  and  two  children  in  the  other,  as 
suggested  to  us  on  the  argument,  they  are  to  take  per  capita 
each.  That  is  to  say,  whether  the  nine  shall  take  one-half 
and  the  two  one-half,  or  whether  the  two  shall  take  two- 
elevenths,  and  the  nine  nine-elevenths. 

We  have  come  to  our  conclusion  with  seme  reluctance, 
but  we  are  not  furnished  with  the  means  of  ascertaining 
^vhat  the  effect  will  be  as  to  equality  of  distribution.  There 
i^  a  certain  spirit  manifested  in  the  will  of  intending  to 
workout  justice  and  equality  among  all  these  devisees.  If 
^ve  knew  the  values  of  the  real  estate  and  knew  how  many 
children  there  are  in  each  of  these  families,  we  might  be 
^ade  possibly  to  come  to  a  diflFerent  conclusion.  But  we 
have  nothing  but  the  words  of  the  will.  Nor  do  we  know 
^'hat  advances  may  have  been  made  by  the  testator  to  any 
12 
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of  these  families.  If  our  construction  works  out  inequality^ 
it  is  because  we  do  not  know  the  vaUie  of  the  property  given 
to  Blisa  Ferry,  supposing  her  to  be  the  mother  of  the  nine, 
or  the  value  of  that  given  to  Mary  Langley  and  her  children. 
There  may  be  such  inequalities  in  their  values  as  to  make 
it  strictly  equal  to  giving  one-half  only  to  the  nine  children 
of  Eliza  Ferry,  and  other  half  to  the  two  children  of  Mary 
Langley. 

We  have  looked  over  the  whole  of  this  will  to  find  out 
what  was  really  intended.  Now  we  find  one  clause  giving 
to  Eliza  Ferry  a  house  and  lot  for  the  benefit  of  her  children, 
who  were  evidently  looked  upon  as  a  group  to  which  this 
property  was  given  as  a  provision.  The  same  course  was. 
followed  in  the  devise  of  another  house  and  lot  to  Mary 
langley  and  her  children,  whether  many  or  few.  The 
testator  has  then  one  more  house  left,  and  this  he  gives  to 
the  same  mothers  for  their  children,  and  our  conclusion  is 
that  he  intended  to  regard  them  as  groups  in  this  instance 
just  as  he  had  done  before. 

There  is  one  expression  which  the  testator  uses  which 
confirms  me  in  that  opinion  and  which  I  think  was  taken 
into  consideration  by  the  court:  "In  the  above  devises  and 
bequests  that  I  have  made,  I  wish  it  to  be  underetood  that 
my  desire  is  that  the  property  so  named  and  designated,  be 
held  in  trust  by  the  persons  so  named  as  trustees,  until  the 
youngest  child  in  each  family  shall  become  of  age."  He 
mentions  them  as  families,  indicates  in  that  expression  that 
he  was  providing  for  them  as  families  ;  that  he  looked  upon 
them  as  families  ;  and  he  kept  them  out  of  possession  as  an 
entire  family  in  each  case  ;  in  all  these  separate  devises  and 
in  the  joint  one  alike,  he  would  not  allow  the  property  to 
become  vested  in  them  so  as  to  enable  them  to  make  parti- 
tion or  to  dispose  of  it  until  the  youngest  child  should 
become  of  age. 

Looking,  then,  at  the  face  of  the  will,  without  the  aid  of 
any  history  of  the  pieces  of  property,  and  without  any  in- 
formation as  to  what  the  testator  may  have  done  for  the 
advancement  of  these  families  we  are  led  to  the  conclusion 
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that  his  intention  was  to  make  provision  for  group  by  group, 
and  that  he  kept  them  in  his  mind  in  that  relation,  and  that 
this  clause  which  we  are  called  upon  to  construe  means  that 
Eliza  Ferry  and  Mary  Langley  take  as  trustees  for  two 
groups  of  children;  we  are  told  one  of  them  is  nine  and  the 
other  two;  each  group  takes  one-half. 
The  decree  below  is  affirmed. 


McManus  vs.  Standish  et  al. 
Chiles  vs.  Standish  et  al. 
Winder  vs.  Standish  et  al. 

In  Sqihty.    Kos.  6382,  6703  and  7011,  Consolidated. 

5  Deeided  April  if,  188L 

}  The  Chiep  JU8TI0B  and  Jastlces  Wtlxe  and  Haonkr  sitting. 

l.Tlie  Joint  Commission  established  under  the  treaty  of  July  4,  1868, 
between  Mexico  and  the  United  States,  made  an  award  in  favor  of 
certain  claimants  against  Mexico.  The  money  having  been  paid  into 
the  United  States  Treasury,  subject  to  the  control  of  the  Secretary 
of  State,  one-half  was  paid  to  the  claimants  and  the  remainder  re- 
tained, subject  to  the  claims  of  the  attorneys  who  were  conflicting  as- 
signees of  this  moiety  of  the  fund.  On  a  bill  filed  in  this  court  to  set- 
tle their  equities  it  was,  on  a  plea  to  the  jurisdiction : 

Hdd^  that  where  the  fund  is  in  the  Treasury  of  the  United  States  and  the 
imrties  claiming  it  are  before  the  court,  the  court  will  take  jm  isdiction. 

i  It  is  not  necessary  in  such  a  case  that  the  original  claimants  before 
the  Commission  should  be  in  court  if  it  appear  that  they  discl>ui%  any 
interest  in  the  moiety  in  dispute. 

statement  of  the  case. 

These  caseS;  though  separate  suits  in  equity,  were  consoli- 
dated by  direction  of  the  court  and  ordered  to  be  heard  in 
General  Term  in  the  first  instance.  The  controversy  grew 
out  of  a  dispute  between  certain  of  the  parties  as  to  their 
respective  shares  in  a  fund  in  the  hands  of  the  Secretary 
of  State. 

In  1866,  three  citizens  of  the  United  States,  Austin  M. 
Standish,  Aaron  H.  Conrow  and  Monroe  M.  Pai-sous,  while 
traveling  in    company  with   each  other  were  robbed  and 
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murdered  on  the  San  Juan  river,  Mexico,  by  troops  con- 
nected with  the  military  forces  of  that  government.  For 
the  wrongs  and  injuries  thus  done,  the  widows  and  legal 
rjpresentatives  of  these  persons,  Sarah  M.  Standish,  Mary  D. 
Conrow  and  Stephen  K.  Parsons,  preferred  their  several 
claims  against  the  government  of  Mexico,  and  caused  the 
same  to  be  prosecuted  before  the  joint  commission  estab- 
lished under  the  treaty  of  July  4,  1888,  between  Mixico 
and   the   United   States. 

In  the  prosecution  of  these  claims  they  employed  sundry 
agents  and  attorneys,  and  agreed  to  pay  as  fees  one-half  of 
any  awards  that  might  be  recovered,  and  made  assignments 
to  that  effect.  The  claims  were  successfully  prosecuted,  and 
in  the  year  1875,  by  the  decision  of  the  commission,  the 
follow'ing  sums  in  Mexican  gold  were  awarded  the  parties, 
viz.  : 

Standish $42,486  30 

Conrow 60,497  26 

Parsons 50,828  76 


Aggregating 143,812  32 

Of  this  amount  the  one-half  reserved  by  the  claimants 
was  paid  them  and  the  remainder  which  had  been  assigned 
to  certain  attorneys  and  agents  was  retained  by  the  Secretary 
of  State  of  the  United  States,  for  distribution  to  the  parties 
entitled.  The  agents  and  attorneys  were  employed  either  by 
Standish,  Conrow  and  Parsons  themselves,  or  by  those  claim- 
ing authority  through  them  to  make  such  employment. 
After  the  awards  were  rendered  certain  of  these  agents  and 
attorneys  assigned  their  interest,  thus  raising  questions  inter 
sese  as  to  their  respective  rights  and  priorities  in  this  moiety 
of  the  awards,  and  the  bills  were  filed  for  the  purpose  of 
settling,  by  a  decree  of  this  court,  the  equities  of  the  parties 
and  to  enjoin  the  Secretary  of  State  from  paying  the  money 
over  to  any  of  the  defendants.  There  w^as  no  dispute  as  to 
the  moiety  of  the  awards  reserved  by  the  original  claimants 
themselves. 
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The  question  of  jurisdiction  being  raised  : 

Mr.  Justice  Wylib  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  Secretary  of  State,  who  has  the  distribution  of  this 
fund,  under  the  act  of  Congress  passed  for  the  purpose  of 
carrying  out  the  treaty,  has  directed  that  one-half  shall  be 
paid  to  the  claimants  before  the  commission — the  widows 
and  legal  representatives  of  these  three  American  citizens 
who  were  robbed  and  murdered  in  Mexico.  That  half  has 
been  paid,  and  the  parties  are  satisfied.  There  is  now  a 
dispute  among  the  agents  and  counsel  over  the  other  half  as 
to  who  shall  be  entitled  to  it.  The  money  being  in  the 
Treasury,  subject  to  the  control  of  the  Secretary  of  State,  it 
has  been  thought  best  by  the  complainant  here  to  make  him 
a  party  to  these  proceedings.  He  has  not,  however,  appeared 
and  answered,  but  we  do  not  regard  that  as  essential. 
All  the  parties  who  claim  any  interest  in  this  money  are 
before  the  court,  except  the  claimants  before  the  commission, 
who  are  residents  of  the  State  of  Missouri.  They  are  made 
parties,  and  publication  was  made  to  bring  them  in,  but  they 
have  not  appeared.  We  have,  however,  their  evidence,  and 
as  they  make  no  claim  to  the  fund  here,  we  do  not  regard 
them  as  material  parties.  Now,  with  all  the  parties  having 
any  interest  in  the  fund,  and  the  money  in  the  Treasury  of 
the  United  States,  subject  by  the  terms  of  the  act  of  Congress 
to  the  orders  of  the  Secretary  of  State,  the  question  is, 
whether  the  court  has  jurisdiction. 

The  cases  of  Comegys  vs.  Vasse,  in  1  Peters,  and  of 
Wylie  vs.  Cox,  in  15  Howard,  and  perhaps  two  or  three  other 
cases,  have  been  supposed  to  bear  somewhat  upon  this 
question  But  in  those  cases  the  money  was  not  in  the 
Treasury  of  the  United  States.  In  the  case  of  Comegys^. 
w.  Vaase  it  had  been  paid  by  the  Treasury  to  one  of  the 
parties,  and  the  action  was  brought  in  Philadelphia  by  the 
other  parties  to  the  case — an  action  for  money  had  and 
received.  Nor  in  the  case  of  Wylie  vs.  Cox  was  the  money 
in  the  Treasury.  It  had  been  drawn  by  the  administrator 
of  the  estate,  and  the  bill  was  filed  by  the  attorney  claiming 
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it.  Thoro  is  also  another  class  of  cases  to  which  our 
attention  has  been  called  and  which  are  supposed  to  bear 
upon  this  question.  We  do  not  think,  however,  that 
thoy  have  anything  to  do  with  it.  They  are  cases  which 
havo  been  decided  under  the  treaty  of  Guadalupe  Hidalgo, 
U'twoim  the  United  States  and  Mexico  in  1848,  and 
tho  aot  of  Congress  which  was  passed  the  following  year 
tW  th^  purpose  of  carrying  that  treaty  into  effect,  and  for 
di^trilmtiu)?  the  funds  which  might  be  awarded  under  that 
trv^itw  Thi>  6th  section  of  the  act  of  Congress  carrying  that 
t  rvAt  V  into  effect,  authorized  claimants  who  had  not  been  rec- 
\>^uimk1  bv  the  commissioners,  and  who  might  assert  claims 
4^in»t  tiie  fund,  to  institute  their  suits  within  a  fixed 
l^^^xl.  So  that  all  the  cases  which  have  arisen  under  the 
lvv«itv  of  Guadalupe  Hidalgo  must  be  laid  out  of  the  ques- 
Ihm*  lH?cnu80  they  were  provided  for  by  a  special  act  of 

Tho  ease  of  Lewis  vs.  Bell,  which  was  entertained  by  the 
^ui^^nie  Court  of  the  United  States,  does  not  bear  upon  the 
xiMi^tion  here.  The  money  in  that  case  was  in  the  Treasury, 
Imt  the  law  for  carrying  the  treaty  with  Brazil,  there  referred 
t\\  into  effect  contained  the  same  provision  which  was  con- 
tained in  the  law  relating  to  the  Guadalupe  Hidalgo  treaty. 
Indeed  it  refers  in  express  terms  to  the  6th  section  of  that  act. 

The  only  class  of  cases  that  we  find  which  raises  the  question 
purely  whether  litigants  may  be  entertained  in  this  court 
in  regard  to  a  fund  in  the  Treasury  of  the  United  States, 
itre  cases  which  have  arisen  under  the  treaty  with  France 
on  the  4th  of  July,  1881,  and  the  act  of  Congress  of  the 
following  year  which  provided  for  the  carrying  of  that  treaty 
into  effect.  Neither  that  act  nor  that  treaty  contained  any 
authority  to  the  courts  to  take  jurisdiction  in  regard  to 
litigation  between  the  claimants  over  the  fund  awarded. 
But  a  number  of  cases  have  arisen  under  that  treaty,  and 
have  been  entertained  both  by  this  court  and  by  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States. 

I  will  refer  in  the  first  place  to  the  case  of  Ridgway  vs. 
Hays,  decided  by  this  court  and  reported  in  6  Cranch  Circuit 
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Court  Reports,  page  23.    That  was  a  controversy  which 
arose  ander  the  French  treaty,  and  the  court  took  jurisdic- 
tion because  it  had  the  parties  before  it.    The  fund  was  in 
the  Treasury.     The  officers  of  the  Treasury  and  the  Depart- 
ment— the  Secretary  of  the  Treasurj'  and  the  Treasurer 
himself — were  made  parties  to  that  suit.    They  appeared 
and  entered  a  plea,  to  the  jurisdiction.     It  was  by  way  of 
answer.     They  said,  notwithstanding  their  plea  to  the  juris- 
diction, if  the  court  decided  to  take  jurisdiction,  they  would 
r^pect  the  decision  of  the  court  in  the  distribution  of  the 
fund.     There  is  another  case,  the  case  of  Dutilli's  adminis- 
trator vs.  Coursault,  also  reported  in  6  Cranch  Circuit  Court 
Reports,  349,  in  which  there  is  a  very  interesting  and  very 
aUe  discussion  of  this  subject  by  the  late  Chief  Justice 
Cranch.     He  referred  to  very  high  authorities  there,  and 
the  opinion  in  that  case  is  well  worthy  of  consideration. 
It  is  a  case  not  cited  by  counsel  on  either  side  in  the  argu- 
ment, but  it  followed  soon  after  the  previous  case  of  Ridgway 
vs.  Hays.     And  the  same  questions  arising  in  both  cases 
must  have  been  fully  considered  by  that  court  after  this 
double  discussion,  and  they  were  decided  in  favor  of  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  court.    There  is  another  and  an  analagous 
case,  not  arising  under  the  French  treaty,  but  under  a  treaty 
between  the  United  States  and  Great  Britain — the  case  of 
Pemberton  vs.  Lockett  et  al.,  reported  in  21  Howard,  257- 
260.     The  Commission  sat  in  that  case  in  London  and  made 
an  award  in  favor  of  an  American  citizen  for  a  considerable 
amount.     The  money  having  been  paid  by  the  British  Gk)v- 
ernment  to  our  Government,  was  in  the  Treasury  here  to  be 
paid  to  the  claimants.     We  had  no  act  of  Congress  upon  this 
subject  that  I  have  been  able  to  find  as  to  the  distribution  of 
the  award.     The  gentlemen  who  had  been  counsel  in  the  case 
for  the  claimant  filed  a  bill  in  this  court   praying  to  be 
allowed  their  fees  out  of  the  fund.     The  court  took  juris- 
diction of  the  case,  the  parties  being  here,  and  decided  in 
favor  of  the  counsel.    The  case  was  taken  to  the  Supreme 
Court   of  the  United   States,  and   the  decree   below  was 
reversed,  but  it  was  upon  the  ground  that  the  counsel  had 
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no  standing  under  the  circumstances  of  that  case;  the  treaty 
providing  that  each  government  should  be  represented  by 
its  selected  agents,  and  that  each  government  had  been  so 
represented  by  its  chosen  agent. 

I  think,  also,  that  our  own  practice — the  practice  of  this 
court  as  far  back  as  my  memory  goes,  has  been  a  uniform 
course  of  decision  in  favor  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court, 
where  it  had  the  parties  here  before  it,  and  beyond  that 
point  we  need  not  go,  and  we  do  not  propose  to  go  in  this 
case.  We  do  not  wish  to  intimate  an  opinion,  or  an  impres^ 
sion  even,  that  if  the  fund  is  in  the  Treasury,  and  if  the 
party  is  not  here,  that  that  would  make  any  diiFerence. 
That  is  not  the  question  to  be  decided  in  the  cases  now 
under  consideration.  We  are  not  now  required  to  go  beyqpd 
the  fact  that  the  fund  is  in  the  Treasury  here,  and  the 
parties  claiming  the  fund  are  before  the  court,  and  this  we 
hold  gives  us  jurisdiction  of  the  case. 

[The  court  then  went  into  the  merits  of  the  case,  and^ 
reviewing  the  facts,  decided  against  the  plaintifis  and  dis- 
missed the  bill.] 

Jesup  Miller  and  Milton  T.  Southard  argued  in  support 
of  the  jurisdiction. 

J.  J.  Johnson,  S.  S.  Henklb  and  G.  B.  White,  contra. 
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The  United  States  vs.  Joseph  Neverson  et  al. 
Criminal  Docket.    No.  13,2S2. 

5  Decided  Jane  7, 1880. 

I  The  Chiep  Justicb  and  Justices  Wtlii  and  Mao  Arthur  sittingr. 

1.  Under  Section  1033  R.  S.  U.  S.,  providing  for  the  deHvery  to  the  de- 
fendant of  a  copy  of  the  indictment  and  a  Hst  of  the  jurors  and  wituessea 
two  entire  days  before  the  trial  begins,  the  trial  is  to  be  considered  as 
beginning  when  the  jury  is  made  up  and  sworn ;  and  not  when  the 
prisoner  Is  arraigned ;  and  it  would  seem  that  Sunday  may  be  included 
as  one  of  the  two  days. 

2.  The  pendency  of  a  prior  indictment  to  which  a  plea  of  not  guilty  haa 
been  entered  and  upon  which  plea  issue  has  been  joined,  is  no  bar  to 
an  arraignment  and  trial  upon  a  second  indictment  in  the  same  court 
for  the  same  crime. 

3.  A  delivery  to  the  defendant,  after  the  trial  begins,  of  a  list  containing 
the  name  of  a  witness  who  wiU  be  called  in  bcnalf  of  the  prosecution » 
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is  not  sufficient,  under  Section  1033  R.  S.  U.  S.,  to  entitle  the  prosecu- 
tion to  use  such  witness  on  the  trial,  even  though  the  court  should 
adjourn  the  trial  for  three  days  in  order  that  the  defendant  may  not 
be  surprised. 

4.  But  when  such  evidence  has  heen  admitted  the  defendant,  if  he  com- 
plains of  it,  must  set  out  in  the  record  what  the  evidence  was ;  for,  if 
it  was  immaterial  or  unfavorable  to  the  prosecution,  the  ruling  of  the 
court  below  in  permitting  the  witness  to  testify  will  be  no  ground  for 
granting  a  new  trial ;  and  a  mere  statement  in  the  record  that  the 
evidence,  without  setting  it  out,  was  *^in  bthalf  of  the  prosecution,"" 
is  not  sufficient  to  inform  the  court  of  the  nature  of  the  evidence. 

5.  There  is  no  particular  limit  as  to  the  time  anterior  to  the  homicide 
when  evidence  of  threats  made  by  the  defendant  against  the  deceased 
will  be  excluded.  The  judgment  of  the  court  on  such  a  question  Is  to 
be  guided  by  the  circumstances  of  the  case. 

6.  Where  the  credibility  of  a  witness  is  impeached  by  the  opposite  party^ 
the  witness^  prior  declarations  may  be  given  in  evidence  to  show  the 
consistency  of  his  statements. 

7.  An  exception,  based  upon  the  court ^s  permitting  certain  questions  to 
be  asked  the  defendant  and  requiring  their  answer  will  be  overruled 
when  no  harm  appears  to  have  been  done  the  defendant  by  the  answer. 

8.  thiere  an  offer  of  proof  is  made  and  rejected,  the  party  complaining^ 
must  set  out  on  the  record  the  facts  which  he  proposed  to  prove  in 
order  that  the  court  may  see  whether  he  has  been  prejudiced  by  the 
rejection  of  his  offer. 

9.  Where,  on  cross-examination,  a  witness  is  aslced  a  question  not  col- 
lateral but  material  to  the  issue,  the  answer  is  not  conclusive  upon 
the  party  asking  it,  and  he  may  offer  evidence  to  contradict  it. 

K).  It  is  no  ground  for  a  new  trial  that  tlie  justice  trying  the  cause 
erroneously  ruled  certain  persons  competent  as  jurors  if  it  appears 
that  they  did  not  sit  on  the  jury,  and  that  the  defense  in  challenging^ 
them  did  not  exhaust  their  peremptory  challenges,  but  had  others  to> 
spare  when  the  jury  was  completed. 

n.  The  different  grades  of  homicide  distinguished  and  briefly  defined. 

12.  Malice  is  evidenced  by  previous  threats  or  grudges,  lying  In  wait  or 
by  poison.  It  is  implied  when  the  killing  is  done,  in  an  attempt  to> 
rob  or  commit  some  other  felony. 

13.  The  felonious  purpose  to  kill  need  only  exist  for  a  moment  before 
strilcing  the  blow. 

14>  On  an  indictment  for  murder  against  three,  all  may  be  found  guilty,, 
althongh  only  one  or  two  dealt  the  blow,  if  tlie  others  were  present, 
aiding  and  abetting— in  sympathy  with  tlie  deed — watching,  or  other- 
wise aiding  while  near  enough  to  give  assistance. 

15.  The  word  accomplice  signifies  in  law  a  "guilty  associate  in  crime."" 

16.  VVhether  a  witness  is  an  accomplice  in  the  crime  charged  in  the  in- 
dictment, or  only  an  innocent  witness  of  the  transaction,  is  a  question 
to  be  decided  by  the  jury  from  the  evidence  in  the  case. 

17.  If  a  party  was  pi*esent  at  a  murder,  but  took  no  part  in  it,  nor 
endeavored  to  prevent  it,  nor  apprehended  the  murderers,  but  other- 
wise was  not  concerned  in  its  commission,  and  was  not  aiding  and 
abetting  at  the  murder,  nor  ready  to  afford  assistance  if  necessary, 
such  presence  will  not  of  itself  render  him  either  principal  or  acces- 
sory to  the  murder,  nor  an  accomplice  therein. 

18.  Such  a  person  if  believed  by  the  jury  to  have  been  merely  an  inno- 
cent witness  of  the  transaction,  stands  before  them  like  any  other  wit- 
ness who  chances  to  have  seen  a  crime  committed. 

19.  The  degree  of  credit  to  be  given  an  accomplice  is  a  matter  exclusively 
within  the  province  of  the  jury;  they  may,  if  they  see  fit,  act  upon 
his  evidence,  even  in  a  capital  case,  without  any  confirmation  of  his. 
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statements ;  but  the  court  will  advise  that  they  should  not  oonvlet 
upon  his  testimony  alone  and  without  corroboration. 
30.  Such  corroboration  need  not  extend  to  the  whole  testimony  of  wit- 
ness (since  it  this  were  so  it  would  not  be  necessary  to  call  him  at  all,) 
but  must  relate  to  some  portion  of  his  testimony  which  is  material  to 
the  issue  of  the  prisoner's  euilt.  But  proof  that  he  told  the  truth  in 
relation  to  irrelevant  and  immaterial  matters,  which  were  generally 
known,  would  not  in  itself  be  sufficient  corroboration,  nor  that  he 
told  the  truth  in  stating  that  the  deceased  was  knocked  down  and 
killed  (that  fact  being  generally  known).  The  corroboration  should 
be  of  such  and  so  many  parts  of  the  narrative  of  the  aecompUce  as 
may  reasonably  satisfy  the  jury  that  he  is  telling  the  truth  without 
restricting  the  confirmation  to  any  particular  points,  the  effect  of 
such  confirmation  being  for  the  consideration  of  the  Jury. 

21.  The  justice  trying  the  case  below  in  charging  the  jury,  read  to  them 
sec.  13  and  note  2  of  3  Greenleaf  *s  Evidence,  13th  ed.,  on  the  subject 
of  reasonable  doubt  and  presum  ptlon  of  innocence.  The  court  in 
general  term,  on  exceptions,  fi  nds  no  error  in  this. 

22.  The  prisoner  is  entitled  to  the  presumption  of  having  sustained  a  good 
character  up  to  the  time  of  the  alleged  murder,  and  this  presumption 
remains  in  his  favor  unless  the  jury  shall  believe  from  the  evidence 
that  he  in  fact  was  not  entitled  to  such  reputation. 

23.  Evidence  of  good  character  offered  in  behalf  of  a  prisoner,  if  believed 
by  the  jury,  should  be  duly  weis;hed  by  them  as  a  fact  in  his  favor. 

24.  The  jury  arc  the  exclusive  judges  of  the  weight  and  effect  of  the  evi- 
dence, and  they  may  believe  or  disbelieve  one  or  another  of  the  wit- 
nesses at  their  discretion. 

25.  Where  there  are  several  defendants  and  an  accomplice  testifies  to 
their  several  acts,  testimony  corroborating  him  as  to  one  or  two  of 
the  defendants,  is  not  necessarily  corroborative  as  to  the  others, 

STATEMENT   OF  THE   CASE. 

The  defendants,  Joseph  Neverson,  alias  Babe  Bedford,  etc., 
Edward  Queenan,  and  Sandy  Finn,  were  indicted  and  tried 
for  the  murder  of  George  Philip  Ilirth,  on  the  night  of  the 
7th  of  January,  1880. 

The  principal  facts  of  tlie  case  are  as  follows : 

On  the  7th  of  January,  1880,  at  about  seven  in  the  evening, 
the  deceased,  a  young  grocery  merchant,  doing  business  on 
Fourteenth  street,  in  the  neighborhood  of  P  street,  in  the 
city  of  Washington,  started  out  to  make  a  visit  near  the 
corner  of  Nineteenth  and  P  streets.  The  last  that  was 
known  of  him  by  his  friends  at  the  store  was  that  he  started 
up  P  street  towards  the  west.  A  short  time  afterward  he 
was  found  lying  near  a  tree- box  on  the  same  street,  between 
Seventeenth  and  Eighteenth  streets,  northwest,  and  bleeding 
from  a  number  of  wounds  and  contusions,  produced  evidently 
by  the  blows  of  some  blunt  instrument.  He  was  still  alive 
when  discovered,  and  was  taken  to  a  neighboring  drag  store 
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where  he  expired  some  minutes  afterwards  without  having 
been  able  to  give  any  information  as  to  his  injuries  or  who 
had  been  his  assailants. 

A  number  of  people  were  arrested  on  suspicion,  the  defend- 
ants among  the  number.  An  article  of  clothing  identified 
as  belonging  to  Bedford  was  found  in  the  neighborhood  with 
blood  on  it.  A  stone  enclosed  in  aji  old  stocking,  supposed 
to  have  l)een  the  instrument  with  which  the  beating  was 
done,  was  also  found  in  the  neighborhood.  A  few  dollars 
in  money  and  some  jewelry  were  proved  to  have  been  taken 
from  Ilirth's  pockets.  Finally,  one  Benjamin  Johnson 
delivered  himself  up  to  the  police  and  told  substantially 
this  story: 

That  being  in  the  northern  part  of  the  city  near  Hirth's 
store,  he  had  met  the  defendants,  who  asked  him  to  accom- 
pany them  to  a  church  where  they  were  going  to  sing.  That 
they  made  their  way  westward,  and  it  was  developed  on  the 
way  that  the  defendants  entertained  some  plan,  either  of 
revenge  or  plunder,  against  Hirth.  That  soon  after,  they 
overtook  Hirth,  who  was  traversing  P  street,  walking  west- 
ward. That  the  defendant,  Bedford,  hit  Hirth  from  behind 
on  the  back  part  of  the  head  with  a  rock  that  he  had  picked 
op  as  they  passed  along.  That  he  fell  and  all  three  jumped 
'ipon  him  and  conmienced  to  kick  him.  That  Johnson, 
being  frightened,  called  on  them  not  to  kill  Hirth,  and  then 
^k  to  his  heels,  running  in  a  northeasterly  direction  toward 
a  school  house,  and  across  a  vacant  lot ;  very  little  of  P  street 
in  that  locality  being  built  up. 

This  story  was  corroborated  by  a  great  deal  of  testimony, 
uotably  of  several  witnesses  who  had  met  the  four  together 
recently  before  the  murder,  and  upon  the  route  described  by 
Johnson,  and  by  that  of  a  woman  who  met  Johnson  fljnng? 
^  he  had  stated,  in  the  neighborhood  of  the  school  house, 
and  by  the  fact  that  all  three  of  the  defendants  had  blood 
splattered  over  their  clothes. 

The  defense  was  an  alibi. 

Two  indictments  were  found  against  the  defendants,  one 
filed  February  2,  1880,  and   one   February  5,  1880.    The 
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prisoners  were  arraigned  upon  the  first,  and  pleaded  nc 
guilty;  upon  which  plea  issue  was  joined.  Subsequehtl 
they  were  arraigned  upon  the  second  indictment  and,  not 
withstanding  their  objections  to  pleading  to  the  same  duriuj 
the  pendency  of  the  prior  indictment,  were  required  to  plea< 
thereto;  whereupon  they  pleaded  not  guilty.  It  was  upo 
this  latter  indictment  that  the  defendants  were  tried.  Th 
indictment  was  in  six  counts.  The  first,  second,  and  sixt 
charging  the  killing  with  a  stone.  The  third  and  fourt 
charged  the  killing  by  kicking  and  beating.  The  fifth  chaise* 
the  killing  by  instruments  unknown. 

Numerous  exceptions  were  taken  at  the  trial  (which  laste 
nearly  three  weeks)  the  substance  of  which  appear  in  th 
opinion  of  the  court.  At  the  conclusion  of  the  testiraon 
and  arguments  of  counsel,  the  court  (Justice  Ilagner)  deliv 
ered  the  following  charge  to  the  jury  as  set  out  in  the  bil 
of  exceptions : 

"  Homicide  is  distinguished  into  justifiable,  as  executioi 
by  a  sheriff,  killing  a  mutineer,  rioter,  etc. ;  excusable,  as  b; 
accident,  such  as  an  axe  flying  oft*  the  handle,  or  in  necessar 
self-defense  ;  and  felonious,  which  is  subdivided  as  follows 
First,  manslaughter,  committed  in  sudden  attray  or  by  care 
iessness  ;  inflicting  death  while  doing  a  lawful  act  unlawfully 
all  without  malice ;  second,  murder,  which  is  killing  witl 
malice  aforethought,  either  expressed  or  implied.  Malice  i 
evidenced  -by  previous  threats  or  grudges,  lying  in  wait  o 
by  the  use  of  poison.  It  is  implied  when  the  killing  is  done 
in  an  attempt  to  rob  or  commit  some  other  felony.  Th 
felonious  purpose  to  kill  need  only  exist  for  a  moment  befor 
striking  the  blow  to  constitute  the  crime." 

''  On  this  indictment  all  the  prisoners  may  be  found  guiltj 
although  only  one  or  two  dealt  the  blow,  if  the  others  wer 
present,  aiding  and  abetting — in  sympathy  with  the  deed- 
watching,  or  otherwise  aiding  while  near  enough  to  giv 
assistance. 

"The  word  accomplice  signifies,  from  its  derivation,  i 
law,  *  a  guilty  associate  in  crime.'  Whether  the  witne. 
Benjamin  Johnson  is  an  accomplice  in  the  crime  charged  i 
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the  indictment  or  only  an  innocent  witness  of  the  transaction 
is  a  question  to  be  decided  by  the  jury  from  the  evidence 
in  the  case.  If  the  jury  sliould  believe  from  evidence  that 
Johnson  was  present  at  the  murder  of  Ilirth,  but  that  he 
took  no  part  in  it,  nor  endeavored  to  prevent  it,  nor  appre- 
hended the  murderers,  but  otherwise  was  not  concerned  in 
its  commission,  and  was  not  aiding  and  abetting  at  the 
murder,  nor  ready  to  afford  assistance  if  necessary — such 
presence  would  not,  of  itself,  render  him  either  priifcipil  or 
accessory  to  the  murder,  nor  an  accomplice  therein. 

"If  the  jurj^  believe  from  the  evidence  that  he  was  merely 
an  innocent  witness,  then  he  stands  before  the  jury  like  any 
other  witness  who  chances  to  have  seen  a  crime  committed. 
In  this  event  his  evidence  comes  before  the  jury  like  that  of 
any  other  witness,  and  is  to  be  weighed  by  them  according 
to  the  usual  rules  for  testing  the  value  of  evidence,  as  the 
manner  and  appearance  of  the  witness  on  the  stand,  his 
intelligence,  the  reasonableness  of  his  story  and  his  interest 
in  the  matter  in  controversy. 

"If  the  jury  shall   believe  from  the  evidence  that  the 
witness  Benjamin  Johnson  was  an  accomplice  in  the  crime, 
^Wis,  that  he  was  a  participant  in  its  commission,  either 
V  direct  act  or  by  having  given  or  been  ready  to  give  aid 
^d  comfort  and  guilty  assistance  to  the  criminals,  then  the 
^Urt  instructs  the  jury  that  there  is  no  rule  of  law  declaring 
^'iata  jury  ought  not  to  believe  his  evidence  upon  the  ground 
^f  his  being  an  accomplice  unless  his  testimony  is  corrobo- 
rated by  other  evidence.     That  the  testimony  of  accomplices 
'^   admitted  from  necessity;  it  being  often  impossible  to 
^i^ng  the   principal  offenders  to  justice,  without   having 
*"^course  to  such  evidence,  and  the  jury  may,  if  they  see  fit, 
^^t  upon  the  evidence  of  an  accomplice  even  in  a  capital 
'"^^^e  without  any  confirmation  of  his  statement. 

"  That  the  degree  of  credit  which  ought  to  be  given  to 
t^e  witness  Johnson  (if  the  jury  shall  believe  from  the  evi- 
^^ineethat  he  was  an  accomplice),  is  a  matter  exclusively 
^^ithiu  the  province  of  the  jury. 

"The  court  advises  the  jury  that  if  they  shall  believe  from 
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the  evidence  that  Johnson  was  an  accomplice  in  the  marder. 
the  jury  should  not  convict  the  prisoners  upon  the  testimony 
of  Johnson  alone  and  without  corroboration.  That  such 
corroboration  need  not  extend  to  the  whole  testimony  of  the 
witness  (since  if  this  were  so  it  would  not  be  necessary  to 
call  him  at  all)^  but  must  relate  to  some  portion  of  his  tes- 
timony which  is  material  to  the  issue  of  the  prisoners'  guilt 
That  proof  that  be  told  the  truth  in  relation  to  irrelevant 
and  immaterial  matters,  which  were  generally  known,  would 
not  in  itself  be  sufficient  corroboration,  nor  that  he  had  told 
the  truth  in  stating  that  Hirth  was  knocked  down  on  P  street 
and  was  put  to  death  on  the  night  of  January  7, 1880.  That 
the  corroboration  should  be  of  such  and  so  many  parts  of  the 
narrative  of  the  accomplice  as  may  reasonably  satisfy  the 
jury  that  he  is  telling  the  truth,  without  restricting  the  con- 
firmation to  any  particular  points  and  leaving  the  effect  of 
such  confirmation  to  the  consideration  of  the  jury." 

As  to  reasonable  doubt  and  presumption  of  innocence 
the  com't  read  in  full  section   29  of  3  GreenleaPs  Evidence. 

4 

13th  edition,  and  note  2. 

"  As  to  presumption  of  good  character,  the  prisoners  arc 
entitled  to  the  presumption  of  having  sustained  good 
characters  up  to  the  time  of  the  alleged  murder,  and  thif 
presumption  remains  in  their  favor  unless  the  jury  shall 
believe  from  the  evidence  that  they  in  fact  were  not  entitled 
to  such  reputation.  The  evidence  of  previous  good  charactei 
offered  in  behalf  of  the  prisoner  Pinn,  if  believed  by  the 
jury,  should  be  duly  weighed  by  the  jury  as  a  fact  in  his  favor 

The  court  further  instructed  the  jury  that  under  the  law 
the  jury  are  the  exclusive  judges  of  the  weight  and  eflect  o\ 
the  evidence,  and  that  thej^  are  authorized  to  believe  or  dia 
believe  one  or  another  of  the  witnesses  at  their  discretion 

"  Where  there  are  several  defendants,  as  in  this  ease,  au( 
an  accomplice  testifies  to  their  several  acts,  testimony  cor 
roborating  him  as  to  one  or  two  of  the  defendants  is  noi 
necessarily  corroborative  as  to  the  others;  and,  therefore,  i: 
the  jury  find  from  the  evidence  that  Johnson  was  such  ar 
accomplice,  then  the  testimony  corroborating  him  as  to  om 
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or  two  of  the  defeudants  is  Dot  necessarily  corroborative  of 
the  guilt  of  the  others." 

The  jury  found  a  verdict  of  guilty  against  all  three  of  the 
defendants.  The  case  then  came  to  the  general  term  for 
hearing  on  the  exceptions  taken  at  the  trial. 

Randolph  Coyle  and  H.  H.  Wells,  Jr.,  for  Bedford  and 
Qaeenan. 

Thos.  Miller  and  J.  Maurice  Smith  for  Finn. 

In  support  of  the  first,  fourth  and  tenth  exceptions  counsel 
for  defense  cited  the  following  authorities : 

State  vs.  Hartigan^  19  N.  H.,  248 ;  Friar  vs.  State,  8  Howard, 

(Miss.),  422;  State  vs.  McLendon,  1  Stewart,  (Ala.),  195; 

Driskell  vs.  State,  45  Ala.,  21 ;  Smith  vs.  State^  8  Ohio» 

297 ;  Foster's  P.  C,  229, 280  ;  State  vs.  Aaron,  1st  Southard 

(N.  J.),  281;  State  vs.  Montgomery,  68  Mo.,  296;  Brewster 

vs.  State,  26  Ala.,  107;  Smith's  Com.  on  Statutes,  685-6; 

Bill  vs.  State,  29  Ala.,  34;  Louisiana  vs.  Guirdy,  27  La.  An., 

206;  State   vs.   Green,   66   Mo.,  681;  State   vs.  Johnson^ 

Walker,  392;  1st  Chitty  Grim.  Law,  405;  4  Hargrave  State 

Trials,  476;  U.  S.  vs.  Curtis,  4  Mason,  282;  U.  S.  vs.  Dow, 

Taney  Dec,  84.     The  cases  in  Illinois,  which  at  first  glance 

^'ould  seem  to  support  the  position  of  the  court  below  will 

be  found  on  examination  to  be  founded  on  the  statute  of 

^hat  State  between  which  and  that  of  the  United  States 

"there  is  no  analogy.    These  cases  will  be  found  in  14  HI., 

4S6;  70  Dl.,  171,  and  74  111.,  144. 

For  the  second  exception  the  following  authorities  were 

^ited:  Hilliard,  K  J.,  889  et  seq.;  1  Bish.  Crim.  Prac,  801, 

^nd  cases  cited ;  1  Wharton  Crim.  Law,  581;  U.  S.  vs.  Dixon, 

1-  Cr.  C.  C,  414;  1  Chitty  Crim.  Law,  487,  and  cases  there 

^ited;  State  vs.  Barnes,  32  Me.,  580;  1  Bish.  Crim.  Prac., 

Sl3,  and  cases  cited;  Com.  vs.  Cook,  6  Serg.  &  Rawle,  577; 

Com.  vs.  Dunham,  Thatcher's  Crim.  Code,  514;  Com.  vs. 

Clue,  3  Rawle,  498;  Com.  vs.  Wheeler,  2  Mass.,  172;  Lindsay 

^^'  Com.,  2  Va.  Cases,  845;  Wirtham  vs.  Com.,  5  Rand,  669; 

Walton  vs.  State,  8  Sneed,  687;  Sec.  1024  Rev.  Stat.  U.  S. 

Id  support  of  the  third  and  fifth  exceptions  no  authorities 
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were  cited.  In  support  of  the  sixth,  seventh  and  eighth  the 
following  were  cited:  Beauchamp  vs.  State,  6  Blackf.,  299; 
Wh.  Crim.  Law,  Vol.  1,  p  821;  Robb  vs,  Hackley,  23  Wend., 
50;  Dudley  vs.  Bolles,  24  Wend.,  464;  U.  S.  vs.  Holmes,  1 
Clifford,  98;  Head  rs.  State,  44  Miss..  731;  State  i?s.  Vincent, 
24  Iowa,  570;  Ellicott  vs.  Pearl,  1  McLean,  206;  U.  S.  vs. 
Wilson,  Bald.,  78;  Com.  vs.  Jenkins,  10  Gray,  485;  State 
vs.  George,  8  Ibid,  324;  Butler  vs.  Trunslow,  55  Barb.,  293; 
Munson  vs.  Hastings,  12  Vt.,  346;  1  Phill.  Ev.,  213-230;  1 
Stark  Ev.,  148-187;  Gibbs  vs.  Lansley,  13  Vt.,  208;  Xing  vs. 
Parker,  13  Doug.,  242;  Robertson  vs.  Caw,  3  Barbour,  410; 
10  Pet., 412-440;  Brazier's  Case,  1  East  P.  C,  444;  2  Stark. 
N.  P.,  242;  Conrad  r^.  Griffey,  11  How.,  480;  People  vs. 
Finnigan,  1  Parker  C.  C,  147. 

For  the  ninth  exception:  Lohman  vs.  People,  1  Comst., 
579;  Howell  vs.  Com.,  5  Gratt.,  664;  People  rs.  Rector,  19 
Wend.,  569;  Clemintine  rs.  State,  14  Mo.,  112;  Barnes  vs. 
State,  19  Conn.,  398;  People  vs.  Blakely,  4  Parker,  176; 
People  vs.  Lohman,  2  Barb.,  216;  Wh.  Crira.  Law,  sec.  809; 
People  cs.  Ilerrick,  13  Johns  (N.  Y.),  82;  Cooke's  Case,  4 
State  Trials,  748;  Salkirk,  153. 

For  the  eleventh  exce[)tion:  Roscoe's  Crim.  Ev.,  96,  note 
and  case  cited;  Drew  rs.  Wood,  26  X.  H.,  363;  Folsoni  r^^. 
Brown,  23  X.  H.,  114;  Martin  rs.  Farnham,  25  X.  H.,  195; 
Hutchinson  rs.  Wheeler,  35  Vt.,  330;  9  Ga.,  121;  6  Parker 
C.  C,  258;  At  wood  rs.  Welton,  7  Conn.,  G(j;  Morgan  ifs. 
Fries,  15  Barb.,  352;  Staftbrd's  Case,  7  Howell's  State^Trials, 
14;  2  Brod.&  Bring.;  2  Phill.  Ev.,  952;  Yewin's  Case,  2 
Camp.,  637. 

For  the  twelfth  exception:  Little  rs.  Comw.,  5  Gratt.,  921; 
Mitchun)  rs.  State,  11  Ga.,  615;  Frank  rs.  State,  27  Ala., 
37;  Monroe  rs.  State,  5  Ga.,  85;  Com.  rs.  Rowe,  105  Mass., 
590;  Chaney  rs.  State,  31  Ala.,  342;  Birdsong  rs.  State,  47 
Ala.,  68;  1  Green's  Crim.  R.,  729;  R.  vs.  Cowhurst,  1  C.  & 
K,  370;  R.  rs.  Smith,  2  C.  &  K,  207;  W.  S.  rs.  Craig,  4 
Wash.  C.  C,  729;  People  rs.  Vernon,  35  Cal.,  49;  State  rs. 
Patterson,  63  X.  C,  520;  State  rs.  Vincent,  24  Iowa,  570; 
Dillon  vs.  People,  8  Mich.,  357. 
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For  the  fourteenth  and  fifteenth  exceptions  no  authorities 
were  referred  to. 

George  B.  Corkhill,  for  the  United  States,  cited: 

In  respect  of  the  first  exception:  1  Bish.  Oim.  Law,  sec. 
1014;  5  Eng.,  607;  3  Litt.,  284;  3  Wh.  Crira.  Law,  sec. 
3153  et  seq.;  U.  S.  vs.  Curtis,  4  Mason,  232. 

As  to  the  second  exception:  1  Bish.  Crim.  Law,  sec.  1014, 
and  cases  cited  ;  Wh.  Crim.  PI.  &  Pr.  (8th  ed.),  §§  390,  372- 
3, 452  and  cases  cited. 

As  to  the  third  exception:  6  Parker,  209;  People  vs.  White, 
55  Barb.,  606;  5  Parker,  39;  22  Wis.,  441;  25  Wis.,  384; 
Wh.Crim.  PI.  &  Pr.  (8th  ed.),  §  297;  Wh.  Cnra.  Law  (8th 
ed.),  §  540. 

As  to  the  fourth  exception:  People  vs.  Hill,  26  Mich., 
496;  Smith  vs.  State,  8  Ohio,  294;  Gates  vs.  People,  14  111., 
436;  Perry  vs.  People,  14  111.,  498;  74  III.,  144. 

As  to  the  sixth,  seventh  and  eighth  exceptions:  Wh.  Law 
ofEv.,§  570;  11  How.,  490;  Com.  vs,  Bosworth,  22  Pick., 
397;  Corn,  vs,  Wilson,  1  Gray,  337;  Beauchamp  vs.  State,  6 
Blackf.,  299 ;  McAleer  vs,  Hirsey,  35  Md.,  463;  Stockdale 
w.Cullosan,  35  Md.,  326;  Smith  vs.  Cook,  35  Md.,  134;  R. 
RCo.v.  Andrews,  39  Md.,  354;  Roscoe's  Cr.  Ev.,  103;  2 
HiilLEv.,445  (9th  ed.) 

As  to  the  tenth  exception:  People  vs.  Hill,  26  Mich.,  496. 
And  as  to  the  eleventh:  Wh.  Ev.,  559;  Rex  rs,  Rudge,  2 
Perk.  N.  P.  Oases,  232;  4  Phill.  Ev.,  750,  and  lb.,  430,  note 
386. 

Mr.  Justice  Wylie  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

On  the  5th  of  February  last  these  three  defendants  were 
indicted  on  a  charge  of  murder.  On  the  same  day  they  were 
^"^igned  and  pleaded  not  guilty.  The  court  sat  for  the 
^^al  of  the  case  on  the  9th  of  February,  and  on  that  day 
^^ott  jurors  were  secured  and  sworn  in.  On  the  next  day, 
^"^  10th  of  February,  the  jury  was  completed  and  the  trial 
P'*<H;eeded  with;  it  lasted  the  rest  of  the  month,  and  on  the 
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lat  of  March  the  jury  brought  in  a  verdict  of  guilty  as  to  all. 

The  case  has  been  heard  upon  a  large  number  of  exceptions 
covering  a  large  variety  of  questions. 

The  first  exception,  after  setting  out  the  indictment, 
proceeds  as  follows: 

"  Upon  which  said  indictment  the  district  attorney  pro- 
posed that  the  said  defendants  should  be  arraigned,  whereupon 
they  objected  to  such  arraignment,  because  they  had  not  two 
entire  days  before  that  time  been  served  with  a  copy  of  the 
indictment,  numbered  13,282,  which  objection  the  court 
overruled,  and  they  were  arraigned  accordingly,  to  which 
ruling  of  the  court  the  defendants  then  and  there  excepted,'* 
&c. 

The  act  of  Congress  on  this  subject,  section  1033,  Revised 
Statutes,  U.  S.,  is  in  these  words: 

"  When  any  person  is  indicted  of  treason,  a  copy  of  the 
indictment  and  a  list  of  the  jury,  and  of  the  witnesses  to  be 
produced  on  the  trial  for  proving  the  indictment,  stating  the 
place  of  abode  of  each  juror  and  witness,  shall  be  delivered 
to  him  at  least  three  entire  days  before  he  is  tried  for  the 
same.  When  any  person  is  indicted  of  any  other  capital 
oft'ense  such  copy  of  the  indictment  and  list  of  jurors  and- 
witnesses  shall  be  delivered  to  him  at  least  two  entire  daya 
before  the  trial." 

This  statute  is  the  only  law  we  have  upon  the  subject. 
In  this  case  it  seems  by  the  record  that  on  the  day  thes 
indictment  was  found,  which  was  the  5th  of  February,  the 
prisoners  were  arraigned  and  pleaded  not  guilty.  They  were 
not  again  brought  into  court  until  the  9th  of  February,  when 
the  making  up  of  the  jury  began,  but  was  not  completed 
until  the  next  day,  the  10th,  and  the  first  question  whicb 
we  are  called  upon  to  decide  is  whether  the  defendants  had 
had  delivered  to  them  a  copy  of  the  indictment  and  a  list  oJ 
the  jurors  and  witnesses  two  entire  days  before  the  trial 
began. 

These  lists  were  delivered  to  them  on  the  5th  of  February, 
the  day  of  their  arraignment.     Under  the  English  statute 
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of  7th  William  III,  chapter  3,  the  courts  of  England 
have  decided  that  the  prisoner  was  entitled  to  a  copy  of 
the  indictment  before  his  arraignment,  and  if  that  were 
the  law  in  this  country  the  defendants  were  not  served  in 
time.  But  the  language  of  that  statute  is  very  diiFerent 
from  ours.  In  the  first  section  of  the  statute  of  William 
ni,  it  is  there  declared  that  all  persons  indicted  for  treason 
or  misprision  "  shall  have  a  true  copy  of  the  whole  indict- 
ment, but  not  of  the  names  of  the  witnesses,  delivered  unto- 
them  or  any  of  them  five  days  at  the  least  before  he  or  they 
shall  be  tried  for  the  same,  whereby  to  enable  them  and  any 
of  them,  respectively,  to  advise  with  counsel  thereupon  to 
plead  and  make  their  defense,"  &c. 

Under  that  statute  the  English  courts  have  held  that  as 

the  copy  of  the  indictment  was  to  be  served   upon  the 

prisoner  five  days  before  the  trial,  ^'  whereby  to  enable  him 

to  advise  with  counsel  thereupon  to  plead  and  make  I  is 

defense,"   the  copy   must   be   served  five  days  before  the 

indictment.    But  our  statute  contains  no  such  provisio!!. 

^t  simply  declares  that  a  copy  of  the  indictment  and  of  the 

JQrors  and  of  the  witnesses  shall  be  served  two  entire  day:* 

^fore  the  trial.     • 

In  the  case  of  the  United  States  vs.  Curtis,  4  Mason's 

^^cports,  232,  the  court   (Judge  Story)  was  perfectly  clear 

^-J^at  it  was  sufficient  if  the  copy  was  delivered  two  days 

5^^fore  the  cause  is  tried  by  the  jury,  and  not  before  the  party 

^^  arraigned  on  the  indictment.     It  is  very  true  that  Judi; .» 

^»ney  in  another  case  decided  otherwise.     He  held,  agreeably 

^^^  the  decisions  of  the  English  courts  under  their  statute, 

^tiat  the  copy  of  the  indictment  ought  to  be  served  two  days 

'^^fore  the  arraignment.    In  the  conflict  between  these  two 

*^igh  authorities  the  court  is  left  to  its  own  best  judgment, 

^•^d  as  the  language  of  the  statute  seems  to  be  plain,  we 

^^U8t  hold  that   the  service  of  these  copies  was   in  time, 

*^^ving  been  made  two  days  before  the  trial,  and  the  trial 

^oesnot  begin  until  the  jury  is  completed  and  sworn,  which 

^^  this  case  was  on  the  10th  of  February.    We  see  no  error, 

"therefore,  In  the  ruling  of  the  court  below  upon  this  point. 
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In  regard  to  the  second  exception,  it  seems  that  on  the 
2d  of  February,  only  three  days  before  the  finding  of  the 
indictment,  upon  which  the  defendants  were  tried,  a  prior 
indictment  (No.  13,263)  had  been  found  against  them  for 
the  same  crime.  To  this  indictment  they  had  on  the  same 
day — the  2d  day  of  February — been  arraigned  and  had 
pleaded  not  guilty,  with  which  plea  issue  had  been  joined  by 
the  Government.  The  district  attorney,  however,  without 
proceeding  upon  that  indictment,  had  a  new  one  found — the 
one  upon  which  they  were  tried.  When  they  were  called  upon 
to  plead  to  this  last  indictment,  they  objected,  as  the  excep- 
tion sets  out,  "  to  being  compelled  to  plead  to  said  second 
indictment,  and  to  proceed  to  trial  thereon  until  the  issue 
joined  on  the  said  indictment  numbered  13,263  was  disposed 
of,  which  objection  was  by  the  court  overruled,  and  the 
defendants  were  required  to  plead  to  said  second  indictment, 
and  to  proceed  to  trial  thereon,  and  did  plead  not  guilt 
thereon,  to  which  ruling  of  the  court  the  defendant 
excepted,"  &c. 

We  see  nothing  in  this  exception  on  which  to  grant  a  nev^^^ 
trial.  In  the  case  of  John  Swan  and  Elizabeth  JeiFries, 
ported  in  Foster's  Crown  Law,  104,  the  objection  was  m 
that  a  prior  indictment  had  been  found  against  the  defenci> 
ants.  But  the  court  overruled  the  objection,  saying:  " 
court  is  of  opinion  that  the  charge  in  the  bill  last  founrwjc 
must  be  answered  notwithstanding  the  pendency  of  i)r£<^ 
former,  for  auierfois  arraign  is  no  plea  in  this  case.  Perhaf^^s  j 
the  bill  last  found  is  better  adapted  to  the  nature  of  t]£^:^ 
case  than  the  former,  and  the  king's  counsel  must  be  :  ^ 
liberty  to  prosecute  in  such  manner  as  may  best  answer  tf 
ends  of  public  justice.  But  at  the  same  time  the  court  muur 
take  care  that  the  prisoners  be  not  exposed  to  the  inccc:^ 
venience  of  undergoing  two  trials  for  one  and  the  same  fac"  cr^mjt 

This  principle  seems  to  us  to  be  applicable  to  the  pres^w^  en 
case  and  to  be  conclusive  against  this  exception,  and  it  — :::  in 
accordingly  overruled.  The  court  will  take  care  that  f*:*he 
prisoners  be  not  exposed  to  the  jeopardy  of  two  trials  ^or 
one  and  the  same  fact. 
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The  third  exception  is  based  upon  the  refusal  of  the  court 
to  grant  a  motion  that  the  counsel  for  the  government  should 
be  required  to  elect  on  which  particular  count  of  the  indict- 
ment they  would  proceed  to  trial.  The  indictment  in  this 
case  contained  six  counts.  The  first,  second  and  sixth  charg- 
ing the  killing  with  a  stone;  the  third  and  fourth  charging 
the  killing  by  kicking  and  beating,  and  the  fifth  charges  the 
killing  by  instruments  unknown.  We  are  of  opinion  that 
there  was  no  ground  for  such  a  motion.  Where  an  indict- 
ment contains  several  counts,  the  prosecution  will  not  be 
compelled  to  elect  on  which  count  they  will  ask  conviction. 
State  V.  Canterbury,  8  Foster's  New  Hampshire  Reports, 
195;  Archbold's  Criminal  Pleading  (Pomeroy's  8th  edition), 
292,  where  in  the  latter  authority  it  is  said  there  is  no  objec- 
tion to  stating  the  same  oftence  in  difterent  ways,  in  as 
many  different  counts  of  the  indictment  as  you  may  think 
neceaaarj',  even  although  the  judgment  on  the  several  counts 
be  different,  provided  all  the  counts  be  for  felonies  or  all  for 
Ji^isdenieanors. 

The  fourth  exception,  which  is  of  more  serious  import, 
l>egin8  by  setting  out  that  on  the  5th  day  of  February,  the 
prisoners  had  been  served  with  a  long  list  containing  the 
i^ames  and  addresses  of  the  witnesses  for  the  Government, 
^Qd  that  on  the  next  day,  the  6th  of  February,  a  supplemental 
Ust  consisting  of  the  names  and  places  of  abode  of  two  more 
witnesses  was  served.  The  names  on  this  second  list  were 
^.  R.  Speare  and  William  Dangerfield,  and  the  question  is, 
whether  the  prisoners  were  served  with  this  list  two  full 
^ys  before  the  trial.  Now,  the  sixth  of  February  was 
-Friday,  and  the  statute  r^uires,  as  we  have  seen,  that  the 
defendant  shall  be  served  two  entire  days  before  the  trial. 
I^he  defendant's  counsel  contend  that  only  Saturday  is  to  be 
bunted,  Sunday  being  dies  non  juridicuSy  and  that  as  the 
trial  began y  as  they  contend,  on  Monday,  the  fractional  part 
^*  that  day  is  not  to  be  reckoned,  so  that  they  were  not 
^rved,  as  counsel  contend,  two  entire  days  before  trial  with 
the  list  of  these  two  witnesses.  As  the  trial,  however,  is  to 
^  regarded  as  beginning  on  the  next  day,  viz.,  on  Tuesday 
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the  10th,  when  the  jury  was  completed,  it  is  clear  that  the] 
were  served  two  entire  days  before  the  trial  began. 

But  even  had  the  trial  begun  on  the  9th,  the  list  wouh 
have  been  served  in  time,  for  the  maxim  dies  Domimcus  na 
est  juridicus  does  not  apply  to  matters  of  this  sort.  Th 
Lord's  day,  dies  DominicuSy  is  a  day  upon  which  the  court 
do  not  sit,  it  is  true;  although  in  early  times  the  Englisl 
ecclesiatical  courts  sat  on  Sunday,  and  only  ceased  to  do  & 
when  Parliament  interfered.  All,  therefore,  that  is  intends 
by  this  maxim  is  that  the  courts  do  not  do  business  oi 
Sunday.  But  other  business  may  be  done  on  that  day,  unles 
forbidden  by  the  statute,  and  if,  therefore,  the  statute  pro 
riding  for  the  delivering  of  this  list  does  not  prohibit  Sunda; 
from  being  counted  as  one  of  the  days,  there  is  nothing  t 
prevent  it  being  so  counted. 

Upon  this  point  I  will  read  from  Foster's  Crown  Law%  pag 
230,  noie,  where,  in  commenting  on  the  English  statute  on  th 
same  subject,  the  writer  says:  "  Upon  the  commission  whie 
sat  in  Savoy  and  in  the  north  for  the  trial  of  the  rebels  i 
the  year  1746,  the  five  days,  as  I  have  already  said,  wer 
likewise  exclusive  of  an  intervening  Sunday;  that  not  bein. 
thought  a  proper  day  for  the  prisoner's  advising  with  hi 
counsel  or  preparing  for  his  defense.  It  was  so  ordered  upo 
a  like  commission  in  the  north  in  the  year  1716  for  greatc 
caution  and  to  obviate  all  objections.  But  the  statute  doth  m 
require  i7." 

This  question,  however,  does  not  arise  in  this  case,  as  th 
trial  is  to  be  regarded  as  beginning  on  the  10th  of  Februan 
when  the  jury  was  completed,  and  the  list  was,  therefon 
delivered  in  ample  time. 

But  there  is  a  more  serious  question  raised  by  this  foart 
exception.  It  appears  that  on  the  14th  of  February,  ao 
after  the  trial  had  been  going  on  for  some  days,  another  IL 
was  served  upon  the  defendants,  and  this  third  list,  whi 
containing  the  names  of  Daugerfield  and  Speare,  had 
addition  the  name  of  W.  Pettis.  The  third  notice  as 
Dangerfield  and  Speare  was  doubtless  given  for  great: 
caution,  but  W.  Pettis  was  a  new  witness,  of  whom  no  not5 
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had  been  g^ven  before  the  trial  began.  I  will  read  that, 
portion  of  the  exception  which  states  the  facts  in  regard 
to  this  witness. 

"And  the  prosecution  then  and  there  proposed  to  examine 
the  witnesses  on  the  last  named  list  on  behalf  of  the  United 
States,  but  the  court  decided  that  although  the  affidavit  of 
the  United  States  attorney  disclosed  a  sufficient  excuse  for 
not  having  served  the  names  of  the  witnesses  on  the  defend- 
ants two  legal  days  before  the  commencement  of  the  trial, 
jei  that  the  said  supplemental  list  had  not  been  served  on 
the  defendants  two  entire  days  before  the  said  16th  day  of 
February,  1880,  and  hence  the  said  witnesses  could  not  be 
examined  on  said  16th  day,  but  that  the  court  would  allow 
them  to  be  examined  on  the  18th  of  February,  and  the  court 
adjourned  on.  February  17th  until  February  18th,  the  United 
States  having  no  further  witnesses  in  readiness,  on  which 
18th  day  of  February,  1880,  the  prosecution  called,  to  main- 
tain the  issue  on  its  part  joined,  and  before  the  defendants 
had  presented  their  testimony  on  their  behalf,  W.  R.  Speare, 
^Villiam  Dangerfield,  and  W.  Pettis,  as  witnesses  on  behalf 
of  the  prosecution;  whereupon  the  defendants  objected  to 
the  said  witnesses,  and  each  of  them,  being  sworn,  because 
their  names  and  places  of  abode  had  not  been  served  upon 
them  two  entire  days  before  the  trial,  which  objection  was 
l>y  the  court  overruled;  and  the  said  witnesses  were  sworn 
^nd  testified  in  chief  on  behalf  of  the  prosecution ;  to  which 
filing  of  the  court  the  defendants  excepted,"  &c. 

Now,  as  to  Dangerfield  and  Speare,  the  original  notice  of 
February  6th  was  sufficient.  But  as  to  Pettis,  we  are  of 
opinion  that  the  notice  was  not  sufficient,  it  not  having  been 
^ven  until  after  the  trial  began;  but  that  is  hardly  decisive 
<>f  the  fate  of  the  exception.  The  bill  of  exceptions  merely 
8ct8  out  that  these  witnesses  were  sworn.  Now,  they  were 
incompetent  witnesses,  but  what  did  they  swear  to?  The  tes- 
timony might  have  been  favorable  for  the  defendants;  it 
^ight  have  been  a  matter  wholly  immaterial,  and  the  statute 
'efers  to  witnesses  who  are  to  be  called  to  support  the  indict- 
*J^ent.    Now,  an  imcompetent  witness  may  be  improperly 
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admitted  to  testify,  but  if  his  testimony  is  immaterial,  or  if 
it  has  been  unfavorable  to  the  other  side,  it  is  no  ground  of 
reversal.     In  the  case  of  the  Railroad  Company  vs.  Smith,  21 
Wallace,  255,  incompetent  testimony  had  been  received  in 
the  court  below,  but  had  not  been  set  out  in  the  bill  of 
exceptions,  and  the  Supreme  Court  said,  page  261:    ^'For 
aught  that  we  can  know  the  witness  may  have  answered 
that  he  was  unable  to  state  what  injury  or  damage,  hindrance 
or  delay,  was  occasioned  to  the  company  in  the  running  of 
the  road  by  the  defective  character  of  the  bridge,  or  what 
number  of  hands  were  employed  or  would  have  been  neces- 
sary if  the  bridge  had  been  properly  constructed.     We  can- 
not, therefore,  see  that  any  harm  resulted  to  the  defendant 
from  the  exclusion.     Whatever  may  be  the  rule  elsewhere,  to- 
render  an  exception  available  in  this  court,  it  must  affirm- 
atively appear  that  the  ruling  excepted  to  affected  or  might 
have  affected  the  decision  of  the  case.     If  the  exception  ia 
to  the  refusal  of  an  interrogatory  not  objectionable  in  form,, 
the  record  must  show  that  the  answer  related  to  a  material 
matter  involved;  or,  if  no  answer  was  given,  the  record  must 
show  the  offer  of  the  party  to  prove  by  the  witness  particular 
facts,  to  which  the  interrogatory  related  and  that  such  facts, 
were  material.     Such  has  been  the  decision  of  this  court  in 
several  cases,  and  was  distinctly  affirmed  at  the  present  term 
in  the  case  of  Packet  Company  vs.  Clough." 

And  in  that  case,  which  is  to  be  found  in  20  Wallace,  542,. 
Judge  Strong,  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court,  said  (I 
read  from  page  542) : 

"  The  last  assignment  of  error  is  the  rejection  of  the  depo- 
sition of  Turner.  Of  this  it  is  sufficient  to  say  that  we  have 
not  before  us  either  the  deposition  or  any  statement  of  what 
it  tended  to  prove.  We  cannot  know,  therefore,  that  it  was 
of  any  importance,  or  that  if  it  had  been  admitted  it  could 
have  had  any  influence  upon  the  verdict." 

Now,  there  is  nothing  on  the  face  of  this  exception  by 
which  we  can  see  what  the  evidence  was,  whether  it  waa 
material  or  whether  the  defendant  sustained  harm  by  it,  for 
if  he  sustained  none,  then,  although  the  witness  examined 
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was  incompetent,  it  could  have  made  no  dittercnce  to  him  in 
the  final  result.  It  is  true  that  the  record  states  that  the 
evidence  was  "  in  behalf  of  the  prosecution,"  but  we  do  not 
see  that  that  informs  us  of  anything.  This  exception  must 
then  be  overruled  for  the  reason  stated. 

The  fifth  exception   is  in    regard  to  the   testimony   of 
one  Wm.  Duehay,  who  was  called  for  the  prosecution,  and 
testified  as  to  certain  threats  which  were  made  by  the  defend- 
ant Queenan  against  the  deceased  the  summer  before  the 
murder.    The  objection  to  the  admission  of  this  testimony 
was  that  the  threat  was  made  too  long  anterior  to  the  deed. 
But  we  think  otherwise.     Threats  are  evidence  in  a  case  of 
this  Idnd,  and  there  is  no  particular  limit  to  time,  and  we 
think  that  the  summer  before  the  murder  was  not  too  remote 
ill  point  of  time. 

The  next  exception  is  as  to  the  testimony  of  one  Benjamin 
Johnson.  This  witness  testified  that  he  had  been  in  company 
with  these  parties  on  the  night  of  the  murder,  and  had  seen 
them  attack  and  knock  down  the  defendant.  The  United 
States,  then,  in  confirmation  of  Johnson's  testimony,  ottered 
the  evidence  of  one  Washington  Braxton,  who  had  heard 
Johnson  relate  the  same  story  on  the  Saturday  morning  after 
the  murder;  but  at  that  stage  of  the  trial  the  court  excluded 
the  testimony.  The  defense  then  called  the  prisoners  them- 
selves, and  as  the  bill  of  exceptions  sets  out,  "  each  of  the 
defendants  was  examined  on  his  own  behalf,  and  swore  that 
neither  he  nor  his  co-defendants  were  with  Johnson  on  the 
evening  or  night  of  the  homicide,  and  did  not,  nor  did  either 
^f  them,  have  anything  to  do  with  the  homicide,  and  contra- 
dicted all  Johnson's  evidence  in  respect  to  their  connection 
therewith." 

After  the  defendants  had  testified  as  above,  the  United 
States  renewed  the  offer,  which  had  been  rejected,  to  prove 
'^y  Braxton  that  on  the  Saturday  morning  after  the  murder 
Johnson  had  told  him  (the  defendants  not  being  present) 
[lie  same  story  that  he  had  told  in  court.  This  evidence  the' 
judge  trying  the  case  now  held  admissible,  to  which  the 
defendants  excepted,  upon  the  ground  that  Johnson's  state- 
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ment,  not  under  oath,  could  not  be  better  than  that  given 
under  oath. 

We  think  that  the  evidence  was  competent.  There  has 
been  much  conflict  of  decision  in  regard  to  thi3  question. 
Evidence  in  corroboration  of  the  statement  of  witnesses 
under  certain  circumstances  has  always  been  received,  and 
under  certain  other  circumstances  it  has  always  been  rejected, 
so  that  the  question  in  each  case  is,  whether  the  circum- 
stances are  such  as  to  allow  the  corroboration. 

The  Maryland  authority  upon  the  subject  is  to  be  found  in 
Cook  vs.  Curtis,  6  Harris  and  Johnson,  93,  where  the  Court 
of  Appeals,  by  Buchanan,  J.,  said:  "We  can  perceive  no 
good  reason  why  the  evidence  offered  and  rejected  should  not 
have  been  received  in  corroboration  of  what  was  sworn  to  in 
the  deposition  of  Doctor  Kingsmore,  a  sufficient  foundation 
for  that  corroborating  testimony  being  laid  by  the  plaintiff, 
in  oflfering  evidence  that  Kingsmore  was  not  present  at  the 
birth  of  any  of  Mrs.  Cook's  children,  which  was  substan- 
tiallj  to  impeach  his  credibility.  And  where  the  credibility 
of  a  witness  is  attacked  by  the  opposite  party,  his  prior 
declaration  may  be  given  in  evidence  to  show  his  consistency." 

That  decision  was  subsequently  affirmed  in  the  case  of  the 
Washington  Fire  Insurance  Co.  vs.  Davison  et  al.,  30  Md., 
91,  where  it  was  held,  in  the  language  of  the  syllabus,  "  that 
if  a  witness  swears  he  was  present  on  a  certain  occasion  when 
a  certain  act  was  done  and  a  particular  remark  was  made, 
and  the  opposite  party  proves  that  he  was  not  present,  such 
proof  goes  to  impeach  the  credibility  of  the  witness,  and  his 
testimony  may  be  corroborated  by  proof  of  prior  declarations 
in  regard  to  the  alleged  act  and  remark." 

In  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  in  the  case  of 
Ellicott  vs.  Pearl,  10  Peters,  439,  Mr.  Justice  Story,  in  speak- 
ing upon  the  subject,  lays  down  the  general  rule  that  such 
•evidence  is  not  admissible ;  but,  after  giving  the  reason  of 
the  court  for  rejecting  the  corroborating  evidence  in  that 
-case,  and  laying  down  the  general  rule  as  to  such  testimony^ 
he  says  :  '^  We  say  in  general,  because  there  are  exceptions^ 
but  they  are  of  a  peculiar  nature  not  applicable  to  the  cir- 
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cumstances  of  the  present  case  ;  as  where  the  testimony  is 
assailed  as  a  fabrication  of  a  recent  date^  or  a  complaint 
recently  made  ;  for  there,  in  order  to  repel  such  imputation, 
j>roofof  the  antecedent  declarations  of  the  party  may  be 
udmitted."     The  opinion  of  Judge  Story  seems  to  fully  sus- 
tain the  Maryland  authorities,  which,  as  far  as  the  facts 
relate  to  the  question  mised  here,  are  very  strongly  in  point. 
We,  therefore,  see  no  error  in  submitting  this  evidence  in 
corroboration  of  Johnson's  story. 

The  same    principle    applies   to  the  seventh  exception, 

which  refers  to  the  testimony  given  by  the  witness  Croggon, 

who  testified  in  corroboration  of  Johnson's  statement  that 

he  had  been  told  the  same  story  by  Johnson  on  the  Sunday 

following  the  murder. 

And  so,  too,  the  same  ruling  must  apply  to  the  eighth 
exception,  where,  in  corroboration  of  the  testimony  of  a  man 
named  Brown,  produced  by  the  prosecution,  and  who  testified 
that  he  had  met  the  defendants,  and  the  witness  Benjamin 
Johnson,  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  scene  of  the  murder 
^f  the  deceased,  Hirth,  on  P  street,  immediately  before  the  , 
fi/He  of  its  commission,  and  that  he,  said  Brown,  was  then  in 
<^>rxjpany  with  a  man  named  Richard  T.  Craig  ;    and  the 
^'^f'endants,  upon  cross-examination  of  said  witness,  asked 
^^^^  whether  he  had  not  been  confined  in  the  penitentiary, 
^^  ^Which  he  answered,  no  ;  and  whether  he  had  not  been 
^^^mmed  out  of  camp,  with  his  head  shaved,  for  selling 
^t^iskey  to  soldiers,  and  admitted  that  he  had  been  so  treated 
J^'^Jtistly;  and  also  whether   he  had   not   been   a  common 
^^ "former  in  liquor  cases,  and  admitted  that  he  had  testified 
^^^  the  District  in  such  cases;  and  whether  he  had  not  been 
P^id  for  testifying  in  this  case,  to  which  he  answered,  no; 
^*^d  whether   he  had  not  attempted  to  bribe  the  above- 
^^utioned  Richard  T.  Craig  to  testify  before  the  grand  jury 
^^at  he,  Craig,  had  been  in  company  with  the  witness  Brown 
^'^  the  night  of  the  murder,  and  had  seen  the  defendants  and 
^ue  witness  Benjamin  Johnson  in  the  vicinity  of  the  scene 
^^  the  murder  and  immediately  before  the  time  of  its  com- 
mission; and  whether  he  had  not  learned  from  the  news- 
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[lapcrH  all  the  mutters  which  he  had  testified  to  here  about 
the  defendants  being  in  the  vicinity  of  the  homicide  at  the 
time  it  was  committed;  whereupon  the  United  States,  in 
rebuttal,  and  in  corroboration  of  the  said  evidence  of  the 
Huid  Brown,  offered  to  prove  by  one  James  C.  Little  that  the 
witness  Brown  had,  on  Thursday  morning,  the  day  after  the 
murder,  made  to  him,  not  in  the  presence  of  the  defendants, 
or  either  of  them,  substantially  the  same  statement  concern- 
ing the  same  matter;  to  which  said  offer  the  defendants 
objected,  and  which  said  objection  the  court  overruled,  and 
permitted  the  said  testimony  of  the  said  witness  Little  to  be 
given  to  the  jury;  to  which  ruling  of  the  court  the  defend- 
ants excepted,"  &c. 

The  ninth  exception  relates  to  the  testimony  of  the 
defendant  Edward  Queenan,  and  is  as  follows:  "  Be  it 
remembered  that,"  &c.,  "  Edward  Queenan,  one  of  the  said 
defendants,  having  testified  on  his  own  behalf,  on  cross- 
examination  was  asked  by  the  attorney  for  the  prosecution 
this  question: 

*  "  Are  you  the  same  Edward  Queenan  who  was  arrested 
with  one  William  Broadus  and  William  Simms,  in  1875,  on 
a  charge  of  stealing  a  coat,  overcoat,  and  umbrella,  and 
turned  State's  evidence,  and  appeared  as  a  witness  in  that 
case? "  To  which  question  the  defendants  objected,  and 
wliich  objection  the  court  overruled,  and  the  said  Queenan 
was  required  to  answer  thereto,  and  answered  that  he  was. 

And  the  United  States  thereupon  oftered  the  record  of  the 
said  conviction  of  Broadus,  and  read  the  same  to  the  jury; 
to  which  ruling  of  the  court  the  defendants  excepted,  &c. 
Wo  do  not  see  that  any  harm  was  done  the  defendants  by 
this  question,  or  its  answer,  and,  therefore,  overrule  the 
exception. 

The  tenth  exception  relates  to  the  admission  as  a  witness 
of  one  Waterman  P,  Bagley.  It  appears  that  in  the  list 
of  witneasee  which  was  served  upon  the  defendants  two 
entire  days  before  the  trial,  this  witness  was  described  as 
Win,  l\  Bagley,  Xow, "  Wm,"  is  usually  supposed  to  be  an 
abbndviatiou  for  "William."    But  the  witness,  on  being 
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sworn,  testified  that  his  name  was  not  William  P.  Bagley, 

but  Waterman  P.  Bagley.     If  the  notice  had  been  simply 

W.  P.  Bagley,  there  would  have  been  no  objection  to  the 

absolute  identity  of  the  party.    This  was  a  very  close  tech- 

Dical  objection.     But  as  we  have  nothing  in  the  record  to 

show  what  his  testimony  was,  or  even  its  purport,  we  are 

not  called  upon  to  consider  whether  to  reverse  upon  it  or  not. 

The  eleventh   exception   is  as  follows:    "  Be  it  remeni- 

f>ered,  that,"  &c.,  "  one  liichard  T.  Brown,  having  been  called 

as  a  witness  and  sworn  on  behalf  of  the  prosecution,  testified 

that,  on  Wednesday,  January  7,  1880,  at  night,  and  about 

^ight  or  a  quarter  to  eight  o'clock,  he  saw  the  defendants  in 

this   cause  and  one  Benjamin  Johnson  near  the  corner  of 

Seventeenth  and  P  streets,  and  on  the  north  side  of  P  street, 

*^d  that  the  defendant  Neverson  spoke  to  him,  and  that  he, 

the    said  witness,  then  passed  on,  and  that  a  man  by  tlie 

^anxe  of  Craig  was  wuth  him  at  the  time;  and  having  been 

sho\^n  one  Richard  Craig,  said  that  that  was  the  man.     The 

defondants  asked  on  cross-examination  of  the  said  witness 

"J^own  the  following  questions: 

'*  Did  you  not,  in  the  restaurant,  on  the  corner  of  Xinth 
^''^d  Boundary  streets,  or  that  immediate  neighborhood,  on 
^Aag  29th  of  January,  1880,  tell  Richard  T.  Craig  he  could 
'^^^v-^  fifty  dollars  by  testifying  he  was  with  you  when  you 
*^iet:  the  men  on  Seventeenth  street?" 

"  Did  you  not,  then  and  there,  say  to  Craig  that  you  would 

S^ve  him  fifty  dollars,  or  he  could  have  fifty  dollars,  if  he 

"^vould  go  before  the  grand  jury  and  testify  that  he  and  you 

^^^^t  Bedford,  Queenan,  Pinn  and  Johnson  on   Seventeenth 

street  between  N  and  0  streets,  and  that  you  walked  up 

Seventeenth  to  P  street? 

'^  Did  you  not,  at  the  same  time  and  place,  ask  Craig  to 
®^ate  that  while  the  men  talked  with  you,  that  he,  Craig, 
stepped  ten  or  fifteen  feet  away? 

"  I>id  you  not,  at  the  same  time  and  place,  ask  Craig  to 
?S>  over  with  you  to  Fourteenth  street  and  get  a  portion  of 
^^^  rnoney — two  dollars? 
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"  VVliicli  said  questions  the  witness  answered  in  th( 
negative. 

"  Whereupon  the  defendants  in  defense  ottered  to  show 
hy  one  Richard  T.  Craig,  whom  Brown  had  identified  iis  the 
man  who  had  been  with  him  on  the  night  of  the  murder, 
that  the  said  Brown  had  made  the  said  statements  to  and 
the  said  requests  of  the  said  Craig  at  the  time  and  place  in 
the  said  questions  mentioned,  which  otter  the  court  refused 
and  which  testimony  was  rejected;  to  which  ruling  of  the 
court  the  defendants  excepted,"  &c. 

These  questions  were  entirely  collateral  to  the  issue,  and 
it  is  plain  that  the  defendants  were  concluded  by  the  answer 
they  received. 

The  twelfth  exception  is  as  follows:  '*  Be  it  remem- 
bered that,"  &c.,  '*  the  prosecution,  to  maintain  the  issue  on 
its  part  joined,  ottfered  the  evidence  of  Charles  Sattell,  iis  to 
the  manner  of  the  defendant  Joseph  Neverson  at  the  drug 
store,  in  the  presence  of  the  body  of  the  deceased,  Hirth,  on 
the  night  of  the  murder;  whereupon  the  defendants  ottered 
by  one  William  T.  Criswell  to  show  what  the  defendant 
Neverson  said  at  that  time  and  place,  while  he  was  standing 
by  the  body  of  Ilirth,  which  otter  was  by  the  court  refused; 
to  which  refusal  the  defendants  then  and  there  excepted,"  &c. 

Now,  a  witness  had  been  called  upon  by  the  prosecution 
to  prove  what  Neverson  did  whilst  standing  by  the  body  of 
the  deceased  on  the  night  of  the  murder.  The  defense  did 
not  cross-examine  that  witness  at  all  but  let  him  go.  He 
had  not  been  asked  by  the  prosecution  what  Neverson  saidy 
but  even  without  that,  I  am  inclined  to  think  that  he  might 
have  been  cross-examined  in  regard  to  it.  But  no  cross- 
examination  was  attempted,  and  afterwards  an  independent 
witness  was  called  by  the  defense,  not  to  contradict  the  wit- 
ness who  had  been  called  on  the  part  of  the  prosecution,  not 
to  explain  away  the  conduct  of  Neverson,  but  to  prove 
another  and  ditterent  fact. 

Now,  it  is  a  general  rule  that  the  declarations  of  the  party 
accused  of  the  crime  are  not  evidence  for  him.  State  vs. 
Hildred,  9th  Iredell,  440. 
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Sometimes  words  are  so  mixed   up  in  deeds  that   they 

become  part  of  the  res  gestce.    But  it  seems  to  us  that  that 

was  not  the  case  here.    The  ruling  we  think  was   right. 

But  there  is  another  objection  to  this  exception,  the  same 

objection  that  has  proved  fatal  toothers  already  passed  upon* 

Xet  it  be  known  that  the  point  of  the  exceptions  is  this: 

^*  Whereupon  the  defendants  oftered  by  one  William  T. 

Criswell  to  show  what  the  defendant  Neverson  said  at  that 

time  and  place  while  he  was  standing  by  the  body  of  Hirth, 

which  offer  was  by  the  court  refused." 

Asia  shown  by  the  decision  in  the  Supreme  Court  already 
(quoted,  it  was  the  duty  of  the  defendants  to  have  told  the 
court  what  they  proposed  to  prove  by  this  witness. 

And  here  it   may  be   a  suitable  place  to  observe   the 

difference  between  incompetent   testimony  that   has  been 

received,  and  an  oft'er  of  evidence  which  has  been  refused. 

If  incompetent  testimony  has  been  received  it  is  clear, 

D^der  the  decisions,  that  it  nmst  be  set  out  in  the  bill  of 

exceptions  so  that  the  court  may  see  what  it  is;  whether 

*"7  harm  has  come  to  the  defendant.     Where  evidence  is 

offered  but  not  received,  there  it  is  necessary  that  the  party 

^'^o  offers  it  should  apprise  the  court  of  what  he  hopes  to 

P^^Veso  that  the  court  may  have  something  to  act  upon,  and 

^"^    record  must  show  it.    In  one  case  the  court  acts  upon 

^^^Uence  received,  and  in  the  other  case  it  acts  upon  the 

""^rof  evidence.    In  this  case,  no  evidence  was  received, 

^'^^    according  to  the  decision  of  the  Supreme  Court  it  is 

"^^ssary  that  the  defendant  should  state,  in  his  bill  of 

^^^^ption,  what  it  was  he  proposed  to  prove. 

/^Te   have   now   reached   the  thirteenth   exception.     A 

^^^t^^ess  by  the  name  of  Sarah  Turner,  having  been  called  by 

"^^    defense  for  the  purpose  of  proving  an  alibi  for  the 

^^f<endant  Queenan,  testified  in  the  course  of  her  examination, 

**Hat  on  the  evening  of  the  murder, -and  about  six  o'clock, 

^*^^  defendant  Queenan  called  at  Mrs.  Ridenour's,  her  service 

P^^<»,  and  that  she  saw  him  there;  and  having  been  cross- 

^^^mined  by  the  prosecution,  and  having  left  the  stand,  was 

'^^^Ued  by  the  prosecution,  and  asked  the  following  question, 
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against  the  objection  of  the  defendants:  *  Did  you  not,  on 
Friday,  at  Mrs.  Ridenonr's  house,  say  to  officer  Acton  that 
Queenan  did  not  call  for  you  at  your  place  of  service,  and 
did  not  come  there,  and  that  you  first  saw  him  at  your 
sister's  ?  ' 

'*  To  which  question  the  witness  answered,  *  no; '  but  that 
she  did  say  that  she  saw  him  at  her  sister's;  whereupon  the 
Government  offered  to  prove  by  one  Joseph  Acton  that  he 
had  had  an  interview  with  one  Sarah  Turner  at  Mrs. 
Kideuour's,  on  Friday,  January  16th,  and  that  she  told  him 
that  she  did  not  know  Queenan,  and  that  he  did  not  come 
to  her  service  place  on  the  night  of  the  murder,  and  that  the 
first  she  saw  of  him  that  night  was  at  the  house  of  her  sister; 
to  which  offer  the  defendants  objected;  which  objection  was 
overruled  by  the  court;  to  which  ruling  of  the  court  the 
defendants  excepted,"  &c. 

It  is  claimed  by  the  defense  that  the  answer  of  the  wit- 
ness to  this  question  was  conclusive  upon  the  prosecution,  it 
being  a  question  asked  in  cross-examination  upon  a  motion 
collateral  to  the  issue;  we  do  not  think  so,  the  alibi  which 
the  defendant  Queenan  had  set  up  was  a  material  matter  of 
the  case  or  fact  upon  which  the  trial  turned  and  Sarah  Tur- 
ner's testimony  was  important  testimony  relating  to  that 
question.  The  government  had  an  undoubted  right  to  contra- 
dict her  statements  in  regard  thereto.  So  that  we  S3e  no 
error,  therefore,  in  this  ruling. 

The  fourteenth  exception  contains  the  prayers  for  in- 
stru(!tions  which  were  submitted  by  counsel  for  the  defense 
and  the  charge  of  the  court  to  the  jury.  The  court  refused 
to  grant  any  of  these  prayers  except  one  upon  the  question 
of  credibility,  but  grouped  the  points  in  the  case  in  a  gene- 
ral charge  to  the  jury  covering  the  whole  ground,  and  in 
this  charge  we  see  no  error. 

There  are  some  other  exceptions  taken  by  counsel  for  the 
defendant  Pinn  relating  to  the  selection  of  the  jury.  Cer- 
tain questions  were  put  to  persons  who  had  been  summoned 
to  attend  as  jurymen  going  to  the  matter  of  their  compe- 
tency.    But  after  the  inquiry  into  competency  had  been 
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made  and  the  judge  had  ruled  that  they  were  competent, 
they  were  peremptorily  challenged  by  the  defense  so  that 
they  did  not  sit  on  the  jury  and  the  defendants  were  not 
irejudicedeven  if  the  ruling  of  the  court  were  wrong,  unless 
in  consequence  of  the  ruling  they  were  compelled  to  exhaust 
their  peremptory  challenges  upon  incompetent  jurors.  But 
it  does  not  appear  from  the  record  that  the  peremptory 
challenges  for  the  defendants  were  exhausted  and  we  are 
not  to  presume  anything  against  the  fairness  of  the  trial 
below  or  to  decide  upon  the  ruling  of  the  court  unless  it 
a[»pears  upon  the  record  that  if  wrong  the  party  taking  the 
exception  was  prejudiced  by  it. 
Judpient  affirmed. 


Mr.  Justice  Mac  Arthur,  while  concurring  in  the  judg- 
ment, said: 

There  is  just  one  point  in  the  decision  of  my  brother 
Wylie  upon  which  I  desire  that  I  should  not  be  concluded, 
and  while  concurring  in  all  else  that  has  been  decided,  I 
think,  in  justice  to  myself,  I  ought  to  indulge  in  a  single 
expression,  and  that  is  as  to  the  construction  of  the  statute 
requiring  service  of  the  list  of  the  jurors  and  of  the  witnesses 
two  full  days  before  the  trial. 

Ve  all  agree  that  this  must  be  done,  for  the  purpose  of 
authorizing  the  examination  of  any  witness  produced  for  the 
Purpose  of  sustaining  the  indictment.  We  are  not  to  -pre- 
some,  however,  that  Congress  in  passing  this  act  intended 
"J  it  to  deprive  the  prosecution  of  material  testimony.  The 
act  was  passed  in  view  of  a  well-established  practice,  both 
^^  civil  and  criminal  cases,  that  newly-discovered  testimony 
^^  always  the  foundation  for  relief.  And  even  these 
defendants  are  entitled  to  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  upon  this 
y^fy  ground,  if  they  had  the  materials  upon  which  to  base 
^^'  The  reason  that  the  prosecution  would  not,  without  a 
verdict,  be  entitled  to  the  same  remedy,  is  simply  because 
the  government  has  no  motion  for  a  new  trial  at  all. 

^ow,  the  practice  pursued  in  one  of  the  cases  cited,  in 
^ew  Hampshire,  recognized  this  practice  in  a  criminal  ca^e 
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under  a  statute.  It  was  the  practice  pursued  upon  the  trial 
of  this  case  in  the  court  below  ;  and  I  apprehend  that  the 
Government,  after  using  the  utmost  diligence  and  exercising 
the  utmost  good  faith,  may  not  be  able  to  name  all  the  wit- 
nesses previous  to  the  commencement  of  the  trial.  And  in 
some  cases,  perhaps,  it  would  be  impossible  that  the  Govern- 
ment should  be  able  to  know  all  the  facts  that  might  be 
proved  by  a  subsequent  development  of  testimony. 

Suppose,  for  instance,  that  a  defendant  on  trial,  upon  a 
charge  of  homicide,  should  make  a  declaration  or  a  confes- 
pi  >n,  after  the  trial  commenced,  of  his  guilt.  Is  it  possible, 
under  such  circumstances,  the  Government  would  be  de- 
•Iwirred,  under  the  statute,  from  producing  before  the  close  of 
the  trial,  testimony  of  that  description  ? 

Now,  I  apprehend  that  this  statute  was  not  intended  t 
abrogate  this  practice.     It  does  not  in  terms  abrogate  it. 
and  I  think  that,  without  any  express  provision  of  that  de- 
scription, the  practice  must  be  considered  still  in  vogue  i 
the  trial  of  indictments  as  well  as  in  the  trial  of  civil  suits 

The  main  objection  that  has  been  taken  to  this  mode  or 
proceeding  is,  that  it  might  work  a  surprise  upon  the  defend 
ant,   but    the    statute    has  guarded    him   from   such   sur 
prise  by  providing  that  there  should  be  a  list  of  witness 
before  the  trial  commences.     But  this  is  a  matter  which  i 
confided  to  the  entire  discretion  of  the  court  before  who 
the  indictment  is  on  trial,  and  the  court  will  see  that  n 
injustice  is  done   to  the  defendant,  other  than  that  whi 
would  result  from  the  statement  of  the  truth  of  the  fact" 
and  circumstances  of  the  case. 

If,  therefore,  a  court  is  of  opinion  that  the  defendant 
taken  by  surprise,  it  will  give  him  such  opportunities  as  r 
has  at  its  entire  command  to  supply  him  with  the  means 
curing  this  surprise,  by  delaying  the  trial  and  giving  hir 
process  and  such  time  as  may  be  necessary.     And  if  i 
court   see   absolutely  that   a  defendant  would   come  to 
injury,  to  an  injustice,  which  he  ought  not  to  be  subject 
to,  the  court  should  reject  the  newly-discovered  testimo 
entirely.     But  I  think  it  is  giving  too  broad  a  constructi 
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his  statute  to  say  that  the  Government  shall,  under  no 
jible  state  of  circumstances,  be  entitled  to  produce  any 
-t^^^^^imony  other  than  that  which  could  be  established  by  the 
ness  who  had  been  previously  named.     I  am,  therefore, 
f     the  opinion  that  the  ruling  of  the  learned  justice  who 
ed  this  case  upon  this  application  was  correct,  and  especially 
^vhen  there  was  no  affidavit  of  surpi-ise,  no  pretense  of  sur- 
prise, and  no  complaint  that  any  injustice  resulted  from  the 
-timony. 


[Note. — ^The  Chief -Just  ice,  tlhuigh   constituting  one  of 

•t-be  three  judges  who  sat  at  the  hearing  in  General  Term, 

-%;va.s  unable  to  be  present  at  the  delivery  of  the  opinion. 

3^1  r.  Justice  Wylie,  however,  said,  in  concluding,  that  they 

^^were  authorized  by  the  Chief-Justice  to  say  for  him  that  he 

dissented  from  the  conclusion  of  the  court.] 
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Lemont 
vs. 
Washington  &  Georgetown  Railroad  Compaq 

At  Law.    No.  17,857. 

5  Decided  April  II,  1881. 

I  The  Chief  Justice  and  Jaatlces  Mac  Arthur  and  Juce 

1.  If  the  conduct  of  a  passenger  upon  a  street  car  is  such  that  hi 
sion  appears  to  the  conductor  to  be  a  Just  and  proper  expec 
the  purpose  of  preventing  a  violation  of  decency  and  12:00a  01 
conductor  will  be  Justified  in  expelling  him,  the  company  being 
sible  for  an  abuse  of  this  discretion  or  of  any  oppression  in  i 
cise,  and  it  will  be  error  if  the  court  so  instruct  the  jury  as 
away  from  them  the  consideration  of  the  question  whether  1 
duct  of  the  passenger  furnished  a  reasonable  and  probable  c 
apprehending  a  breach  of  good  order. 

2.  A  sick  passenger  on  a  street  car  must  conform  to  the  reasonf 
ulations  of  the  car  company,  he  has  no  prerogative  to  misbel 
to  subject  the  other  passengers  to  annoyance  by  his  offensive  < 
and  it  will  be  no  protection  against  his  expulsion  from  the  < 
his  misconduct  is  not  wilful  or  voluntary.  The  absence  of  ar 
tention  is  a  good  defence  to  an  indictment,  but  it  cannot  exo 
person  who  is  honestly  supposed  to  be  drunk  and  who  repeat 
obeys  the  request  of  the  conductor  to  behave  himself. 

3.  The  rule  to  be  applied  to  steam  cars  in  regard  to  accommodi 
sick  or  decrepit  persons  is  not  a  proper  rule  to  be  applied  to  h< 
ways.  What  might  be  permitted  on  the  former,  where  the  ; 
are  long  and  continuous,  could  not  be  practiced  on  the  latter 
great  inconvenience  to  the  company  and  the  passengers.  If 
senger  is  known  by  the  conductor  to  be  sick  ( and  good  faith 
that  he  be  informed  by  the  passenger  of  that  fact  in  order  th£ 
and  reasonable  allowance  may  be  made  for  what  may  seem  ui 
obnoxious  in  his  conduct )  and  he  is  shown  good  treatment, 
pany  will  not  be  required  to  provide,  without  a  special  cont: 
extra  means  for  his  accommodation. 

4.  An  instruction  which  implies  that  vomiting  in  a  street  car 
toxication  is  the  only  form  of  that  evil  which  will  authorize 
ductor  to  expel  the  offending  passenger,  is  erroneous,  as  it  ta 
the  minds  of  the  jury,  all  other  forms  of  the  evil,  which,  in  tfa 
management  of  the  car  might  Justify  the  conductor  in  eje< 
passenger. 

Statement  of  the  Case. 

Motion  for  a  new  trial  on  exceptions. 

This  was  an  action  to  recover  damages  for  inju 
leged  to  have  resulted  from  the  misbehavior  of 
fendant's  servants  in  ejecting  the  plaintiff  from  i 
car.  The  plaintiffs  case,  as  developed  by  his  tes 
was  substantially  as  follows:  That  on  the  12th  < 
1877,  at  or  about  seven  o'clock  in  the  afternoon, 
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tered  one  of  the  care  of  defendant,  being  assisted  thereon 
by  one  Simpson,  a  friend  of  his  ;  that  he  was  at  that  time 
a  sufferer  from  an  attack  of  paralysis  from  which  he  had 
not  entirely  recovered  ;  his  affliction  had  also  deprived  him 
of  bis  voice,  so  that  he  was  compelled  to  resort  to  signs 
and  the  use  of  a  slate  for  purposes  of  communication  ;  that 
4it  the  time  he  was  put  upon  the  car  by  Simpson,  the 
latt^  told  the  conductor  to  put  plaintiff  off  at  the  corner 
of  Tenth  street  and  Pennsylvania  avenue.  A  few  minutes 
^after  the  car  started,  and  plaintiff*  being  in  a  very  fatigued 
and  feeble  condition,  fell  asleep.  The  conductor  neglected 
to  wake  him  up,  and  carried  him  to  the  end  of  the  line. 
Plaintiff  was  then  told  that  he  must  take  another  car  and 
go  back.  Upon  entering  the  car  pointed  out  he  sat  down, 
and  almost  immediately  fell  asleep.  Soon  after,  the  con- 
ductor  came  in,  shook  him,  and  told  him  if  he  did  not  sit  up 
he  would  be  obliged  to  put  him  off  the  car  ;  plaintiff  sat  up, 
J>Qt  in  a  short  time  fell  asleep  again,  was  again  admonished 
by  the  conductor,  and  again  fell  asleep  ;  whereupon  the  con- 
ductor in  a  rude  and  rough  manner  seized  hold  of  him  and 
<»nied  him  to  the  rear  platform,  plaintiff  resisting  as  far 
^  his  strength  would  permit,  but  the  conductor  being  a 
strongjman  pushed  him  oft*  into  the  street,  injuring  him  so 
seriously  that  he  was  confined  to  his  bed  for  several  days, 
*nd  afterwards  suffered  another  attack  of  pamlysis,  in  conse- 
quence of  which  he  had  ever  since  been  unable  to  walk,  and 
had  to  be  carried  about  in  an  invalid's  chair.  The  functions 
^f  his  bladder  also  failed  to  perform  their  office.  Plaintiff 
^^  tinae  of  trial  was  still  in  this  afflicted  condition,  except 
^  to  the  loss  of  his  voice.  This  he  had  recovered  three  or 
four  days  after  he  had  been  put  oft*  the  car,  and  had  been 
^We  to  talk  ever  since.  Plaintiff  also  testified  that  he  had 
^^pended  large  suras  of  money  for  medical  treatment. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  evidence  in  behalf  of  the  defendant, 
^hich  was  given  by  ten  or  eleven  witnesses,  was  that  the  plain- 
"ff'Wa8drunk,andhad  vomited  in  the  car ;  that  in  consequence 
^^  his  drunken  condition,  he  would  repeatedly  lie  down  upon 
^"^  Beat  after  being  straightened  up  by  the  conductor ;  that 
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the  third  time  he  lay  down  upon  the  seat  his  head  struck  the 
lap  or  the  body  of  a  lady  passenger,  and  so  ranch  alarmed 
her  that  she  made  a  movement  to  leave  the  car,  whereupon 
the  conductor  took  hold  of  the  plaintiff  and  ejected  him 
from  the  car,  using  no  more  force  than  was  necessary  for 
that  purpose  ;  that  the  time  plaintiff  was  spoken  to  about 
lying  down  on  the  seat  he  was  abusive  and  profane  to  the 
conductor  ;  and  when  he  was  put  off  the  car,  the  conducior 
held  him  off  the  platform  with  one  hand  while  with  the 
other  he  pulled  the  bell  rope  to  start  the  car  ;  that  when 
the  car  started  he  let  go  plaintiff,  who  thereupon  seized  the 
iron  handle  of  the  dashboard  of  the  car  and  attempted  to 
get  on  again  ;  that  the  car  being  then  in  motion  he  was 
thrown  down  and  was  dragged  for  live  or  six  feet  along  the 
street  ;  that  the  conductor  stopped  the  car  and  loosed  the 
hold  of  the  plaintiff.  Some  person  in  the  crowd  that  had 
been  attracted  by  the  disturbance,  then  held  the  plaintiff' 
while  the  conductor  re-started  the  car  and  went  on  his  jour- 
ney ;  that  at  the  time  of  the  occurrence  there  were  four 
passengers  in  the  car,  three  ladies  and  one  gentleman. 

The   plaintiff,  being  recalled   as   a   witness   in  rebuttal, 

denied   that   he   was   drunk,   or  that  he   had   misbehaved 

» 

himself. 

Several  other  witnesses  also  testified  in  rebuttal  that  when 
plaintiff  arrived  at  his  boarding  house  at  about  nine  o'clock 
that  evening,  he  was  entirely  speechless,  and  was  not  in- 
toxicated. 

The  evidence  being  closed,  among  the  instructions  granted 
at  the  request  of  counsel  for  plaintiff,  were  the  following: 

"  If  the  jury  find  from  the  evidence  that  Lemont  was 
drunk,  that  fact  would  not  justify  the  conductor  in  expelling 
him  from  the  car,  unless  they  also  find  that  he  was  disor- 
derly and  refused  to  be  controlled  by  the  conductor  ;  or  was 
disgusting  and  offensive  to  the  other  passengers." 

"  If  the  jury  find  from  the  evidence  that  Lemont  was  not 
drunk,  but  that  from  drowsiness  consequent  upon  his  fatigue 
and  infirm  condition  he  fell  over  on  the  seat  of  the  car  so  as 
to  lay  his  head  and  body  thereon,  while  his  feet  were  on  the 
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floor,  this  would  not  justify  the  conductor  in  expollins:  him 
from  the  car,  although  he  had  several  times  repeated  it,  and 
thecoDductor  had  cautioned  him  to  sit  up  straight  or  he 
would  pnt  him  oft*  the  car,  unless  they  find  that  he  wilfully 
or  voluntarily  disobeyed  the  conductor's  request,  although 
the  conductor  may  have  supposed  him  to  be  drunk ;  and  if 
under  these  circumstances  the  conductor  attempted  to  put 
him  off,  he  had  a  right  to  resist  by  force,  and  the  defendant 
is  liable  for  all  the  injury  he  sustained  in  being  thus  put  oft* 
the  car,  or  in  his  eft'ort  to  resist  the  conductor  in  putting 
him  off." 

Prayers  Nos.  5,  6  and  7  of  the  defendant  were  as  follows : 

Xo.  5.  "  If  the  jury  find  from  the  evidence  that  the  plain- 
tiff got  upon  the  car  of  the  defendant  on  the  evening  of  the 
alleged  injury,  and  he  persistently  and  repeatedly  lay  down 
Qpon  the  seat  of  the  car,  notwithstanding  that  he  had  been 
repeatedly  forbidden  so  to  do  by  the  defendant's  conductor, 
and  contrary  to  the  rules  of  the  defendant,  the  said  conductor 
^as  justified  in  ejecting  the  plaintiflT  from  the  car,  and  the 
verdict  must  be  for  the  defendant,  provided,  the  conductor 
Qsed  no  more  force  in  ejecting  him  than  was  reasonably 
necessary  for  the  purpose." 

But  the  court  refused  to  so  instruct  the  jury,  except  with 
the  following  modification : 

*'And  unless  the  jury  find  that  the  acts  of  the  plaintiff" 
^ere  the  consequence  of  debility  resulting  from  bodily  in- 
firnoity  or  sickness,  not  resulting  from  intoxication." 

^0.  6.  "  If  the  jury  shall  find  from  the  evidence  that  the 
plaintiff',  being  on  the  defendant's  passenger  car  which  was 
proceeding  along  its  line  towards  Georgetown,  vomited  in 
^^^  upon  such  car  in  consequence  of  sickness  produced  by 
^^6  Use  of  intoxicating  liquors,  [or  otherwise]  it  was  the 
^^^y  of  the  defendant's  conductor  to  eject  him  from  such 
^^  and  for  that  purpose  the  conductor  had  a  right  to  use 
^  ^Uch  force  as  was  reasonably  necessary." 
Wliich  instruction  was  granted  except  as  to  the  words 
^^  otherwise,"  which  were  struck  out  by  the  court. 
^o.  7.  "  If  the  jury  shall  find  from  the  evidence  that  the 
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defendant's  conductor  ejected  the  plaintiff  from  the  car  and 
then  set  the  car  in  motion,  and  that  the  plaintiff  endeavored 
to  get  upon  the  car  again  whilst  the  car  was  in  motion  in 
defiance  of  the  conductor's  wishes  and  efforts  to  keep  him 
oft*,  and  that  in  such  ettbrt  to  get  upon  the  car  again,  he  was 
injured — he  cannot  recover  for  injuries  received  in  making 
such  an  attempt.  He  had  no  right  to  attempt  to  get  upon 
the  car  after  having  been  ejected  and  whilst  the  car  was  in 
motion." 

But  the  court  gave  the  instruction  by  inserting  after  the 
word  "  car  "  where  it  first  occurs,  the  following  words:  "  So 
that  he  was  entirely  separated  from  it,"  and  by  inserting 
after  the  word  "  plaintiff"  where  it  occurs  secondlj^  in  the 
prayer,  the  words  "  ran  after  and." 

Defendant  excepted  to  the  granting  of  plaintiflPs  prayers, 
and  also  to  the  modification  of  his  own. 

The  jury  returned  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for  $15,000. 

McPherson,  Hike  and  Henkle  for  plaintiff. 
Davidge  and  Tottbn  for  defendant. 

Mr.  Justice  Mac  Arthur,  after  briefly  stating  the  case, 
delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court: 

At  the  close  of  the  testimony  the  learned  justice  presiding 
at  the  trial,  instructed  the  jury,  at  the  request  of  counsel  for 
the  plaintiff',  that  "  if  the  jury  find  from  the  evidence  that 
Lemont  was  drunk,  that  fact  would  not  justify  the  conductor 
in  expelling  him  from  the  car,  unless  they  also  find  that  he 
was  disorderly  and  refused  to  be  controlled  by  the  conductor, 
or  was  disgusting  and  offensive  to  the  other  passengers." 

An  exception  is  taken  to  this  instruction;  and  it  is  con- 
tended that  the  right  to  expel  the  plaintiff  from  the  car 
does  not  depend  altogether  upon  his  actual  misconduct,  but 
that  he  may  also  be  expelled  if  his  condition  and  conduct 
were  such  as  to  afford  the  conductor  a  reasonable  ground  for 
believing  that  if  he  were  permitted  to  remain  in  the  car  he 
would  be  guilty  of  some  misconduct  or  indecency. 

In  support  of  the  instructions  we  are  referred  to  the  cas 
of  Pearson  vs.  Duane,  4  Wall.,  605,  where  the  Supreme  Court 
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say,  that  although  a   raih'oad  or   steamboat  company  can 
properly  refuse  to  transport  a  drunken  or  insane  man,  or  one 
^hose  character  is  bad,  they  cannot  expel  him  after  having 
admitted  him  as  a  passenger  and  received  his  fare,  unless 
he  misbehaves   during  the  journey.     This   is  undoubtedly 
intended  as  a  statement  of  a  general  rule,  and  was  quite 
appropriate  to  the  facts  in  that  case,  as  there  was  no  question 
at  all  about  the  conduct  of  the   passenger  being  entirely 
unobjectionable,  and  that  it  afforded  no  reasonable  ground 
to  believe  that  he  would  misbehave  in  any  respect.     There 
are,  however,  adjudicated  cases  in  which  this  distinction  has 
been  expressly  considered  and  enforced;  and  they   decide 
that  where  the  circumstances  are  of  such  a  striking  character 
as  to  give  rise  to  a  reasonable  and  honest  apprehension  of 
disorder  and  annoyances  from  the  conduct  and  condition  of 
a  passenger,  the  conductor  may  exercise  his  authority  and 
exclude  the  offender  in  order  to  maintain   the  peace  and 
safety  of  the  vehicles  intact.     It  is  evident  that  the  police 
of  horse  railway  cars,  in  order  to  be  efficient,  must  be  pre- 
ventive as  well  as  retroactive,  and  this  can  only  be  done  by 
allowing  the  conductor  to  exercise  a  reasonable  discretion  in 
order  to  prevent  acts  of  impropriety  and  violence,  when  they 
are  likely  to  occur.     A  homicidal  lunatic,  or  a  notorious 
thief,  may  be  ejected,  although  they  have  neither  slain  or 
fobbed  a  passenger,  if  there  is  reasonable  fear  of  danger. 
Each  case  must,  of  course,  depend  upon   its  own  circum- 
stances; as  was  said  in  Vinton  vs,  Middlesex  R.  R.,  11  Allen, 
304,  it  is  obvious  that  any  such  restriction  on  the  operation 
of  that  rule  of  law  would  greatly  diminish  its  practical  value.* 
The  safeguard  against  an  unjust  or  unauthorized  use  of 
the  power  is  to  be  found  in  the  consideration  that  it  can 
never  be  properly  exercised,  except  in  cases  where  it  can  be 
satisfactorily  proved   that   the  condition  or  conduct  of  a 
person  was  such  as  to  render  it  reasonably  certain  that  he 
^ould  occasion  discomfort  or  annoyance  to  other  passengers 
>f  admitted  into  a  public  vehicle  or  allowed  to  remain.     This 
^*^  is  referred  to  more  recently  by  the  same  court  with 
approbation  in  Murphy  vs.  U.  P.  R.  R.  Co.,  118  Mass.,  228. 
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In  the  case  of  Thurston  vs,  Pacific  R.  Co.,  4  Dill.,  321,  the  ques- 
tion was,  whether  the  company  had  the  right  to  exchide 
gamblers  from  its  trains,  and  the  court  observed,  "  whether 
the  plaintiif  was  going  upon  the  train  for  gambling  purposes 
or  whether  from  his  previous  course,  the  defendant  might 
reasonably  infer  that  such  was  his  purpose,  is  a  question  of 
fact  for  the  jury."  Jencks  vs.  Coleman,  2  Sumner,  221,  was 
an  action  against  a  steamboat  company  for  excluding  a 
person  who  came  on  board  the  defendants'  steamer  for  the 
purpose  of  soliciting  passengers  for  a  rival  line.  After  stating 
the  case  and  explaining  the  general  obligations  of  carrier 
and  passenger,  Mr.  Justice  Story,  who  presided  at  the  trials 
charged  the  jury  that  "  the  only  question  in  the  present  case 
is,  whether  the  conduct  of  the  proprietors  (defendants)  of 
the  steamboat  has  been  reasonable  and  bona  fide*^^  Thus  we 
see  that  reasonable  and  probable  cause  will  authorize  the 
carrier  or  his  agents  in  the  business  to  exercise  the  right  of 
exclusion  in  a  proper  case  where  a  breach  of  good  order  might 
reasonably  be  apprehended.  We  think,  therefore,  the  defend- 
ant was  entitled  to  have  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case 
considered  by  the  jury,  and  if  his  conduct  appeared  reason- 
able and  his  expulsion  of  the  plaintiif  a  just  and  proper 
expedient  for  the  purpose  of  preventing  a  violation  of 
decency  and  good  order,  the  verdict  ought  to  have  been  for 
the  defendant.  Of  course,  as  already  remarked,  for  an  abuse 
of  this  discretion  or  for  any  oppression  in  its  exercise  the 
company  would  be  repponsible.  The  doctrine,  being  thus 
guarded,  seems  to  rest  on  principle  as  well  as  authority.  The 
instruction  under  discussion  deprived  the  defendant  of  the 
consideration  whether  there  was  reasonable  cause  for  the 
conductor,  and  hence  was  erroneous  and  the  exception  well 
taken. 

The  jury  were  told,  at  the  request  of  the  plaintiff's 
counsel,  that  the  conductor  had  no  legal  right  to  expel 
the  plaintiff  unless  they  find  that  he  wilfully  or  volun- 
tarily disobeyed  the  conductor's  request  to  leave  the  car> 
even  though  the  conductor  may  have  supposed  hira  to 
be  drunk.     Here   the   broad    doctrine   is   laid   down   that 
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otfeiipive  conduct  on  the  [>art  of  a  passenger  is  not  a  proper 
cause  of  expulsion  unless  such  conduct  is  wilful  or  voluntary, 
and  that  the  other  passengers  may  be  subjected  to  any  degree 
of  annoyance  so  long  as  the  offender  is  not  wilful  in  his  mis- 
conduct. We  are  not  aware  of  any  principle  by  w^hich  this 
proposition  can  be  maintained.  The  absence  of  an  evil 
intention  is  a  good  defense  to  an  indictment,  but  surely  that 
principle  cannot  be  alleged  to  exonerate  a  person  honestly 
eopposed  to  be  drunk,  and  who  repeatedly  disobeys  the 
request  of  the  conductor  to  behave  himself.  If  it  be  said 
that  the  plaintiff  was  sick,  good  faith  at  least  required  that 
he  should  inform  the  conductor  of  the  fact.  It  is  not  only 
reasonable  but  necessary  that  sick  and  decrepit  people  should 
be  transported  on  street  railways,  as  they  are  on  steam  mil- 
ways,  but  their  right  in  this  respect  is  not  unlimited.  The 
rule  to  be  adopted  on  steam  trains  where  the  journeys  are 
long  and  continuous,  would  not  be  the  proper  rule  to  adopt 
when  the  same  is  to  be  applied  to  horse  railways.  Murphy 
w.  U.  P.  R.  R.,  118  Mass.,  228.  Sleeping  accommodations 
and  other  modes  of  rest  are  expected  and  necessarily  allowed 
in  the  former,  and  the  passengers  frequently  occupy  more 
than  their  own  seat  to  relieve  the  unrelaxed  muscles  on  a 
long  ride.  But  a  similar  act  could  not  be  practiced  on  a 
street  car  without  very  great  inconvenience  to  the  company 
and  the  other  passengera.  A  sick  person  has  no  prerogative 
to  misbehave  and  must  conform  to  the  reasonable  regula- 
tions of  the  company,  and  while  showing  him  good  treat- 
Dient  they  are  not  required  to  provide,  without  a  special 
^ntract,  any  extra  means  for  his  accommodation.  It  is  at 
l^t  reasonable  that  the  conductor  should  know  the  facts 
^Wch  render  his  condition  peculiar  in  order  to  extend  unusual 
indulgence,  and  also  that  he  may  make  proper  and  reasona- 
We  allowance  for  what  may  seem  unusual  or  obnoxious  in 
the  conduct  of  the  passenger.  These  considerations  show 
*iow  much  the  jury  were  misled  from  the  true  question  for 
their  determination.  We  think  this  exception  is  also  well 
taken. 

We   are  further  of    opinion    that    the    court   erred   in 


188  Lemont  v.  Railroad  Company. 

regard  to  the  fifth  and  sixth  instructions  for  the  defendant 
The  court  was  requested  to  charge  that  if  the  plaiutif 
persistently  and  repeatedly  lay  down  upon  the  seat  of  th( 
car  notwithstanding  that  he  had  been  repeatedly  forbiddei 
so  to  do  by  the  defendant's  conductor  and  contrary  to  th< 
rules  of  the  defendant,  the  conductor  was  justified  in  eject 
ing  plaintift*  from  the  car.  But  the  court  refused  so  t( 
instruct  the  jury  except  with  the  modification  following 
^'  Unless  the  jury  find  that  the  acts  of  the  plaintiflt'  were  th- 
consequence  of  debility  resulting  from  bodily  infirmity  o 
sickness  not  resulting  from  intoxication."  Thus  the  jur 
were  told  that  if  the  acts  of  the  plaintiiF  were  caused  b, 
infirmity  or  sickness  they  constituted  no  justification  fo 
expelling  him  from  the  car.  Now,  there  is  no  pretence  ii 
the  bill  of  excejitions  that  the  defendant's  conductor  on  th( 
oar  from  which  the  plaintiiF  was  expelled,  had  any  knowled«;e 
that  the  plaintift*  had  any  disability,  bodily  infirmity  oi 
sickness  not  resulting  from  intoxication.  It  was  provec 
that  the  plaintiflT  slept  in  the  car  and  could  not  or  woulc 
not  keep  awake,  and  upon  being  roused  up  by  the  conducto 
and  cautioned,  immediately  relapsed  into  sleep,  and  the  con 
ductor  supposed  him  to  be  drunk.  The  plaintiflTmade  no  ex 
planation  and  made  no  complaint  of  sickness,  yet  the  jury  wer 
told  that  if  the  acts  enumerated  in  the  instruction  were  causec 
by  sickness  they  afl:brded  no  justification  for  ejecting  him 
This  is  to  charge^the  proprietors  of  a  street  railway  car  witl 
extra'care  and  diligence  in  case  of  a  sick  passenger  when  th 
agent  of  the  company  had  no  knowledge  that  the  passengei 
was  sick,  and  when  he  supposed  him  to  be  only  drunk,  an< 
attributed  his  misconduct  to  that  cause  alone.  The  plain 
tifPs  paralysis  was  accompanied  with  a  loss  of  speech.  B 
had,  however,  the  sign  language  so  common  on  street  railways 
besides  his  habit  of  communicating  by  writing.  But  h< 
resorted  to  neither  of  these  means  of  explaining  his  conduct 
To  say  that  the  plaintiff*  was  entitled  to  indulgence  as  ai 
invalid  which  was  not  extended  to  other  passengers,  an< 
that  he  was  not  bound  to  explain  his  condition  when  he  wa 
repeatedly  requested  by  the  conductor  not  to  lay  down  upoi 
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the  seats,  is  so  evidently  calculated  to  mislead  the  jury,  that 
see  cannot  but  think  it  produced  serious  injustice  to  the  case. 
The  qualification  to  the  sixth  instruction  implies  that  a 
passenger  who  vomits  in  a  street  railway  and  from  intoxica- 
tion, may  be  ejected,  but  not  otherwise.  This  is  stating  the 
rale  too  broadly.  Much,  of  course,  must  depend  upon  the 
cause  and  also  upon  the  extent  and  nature  of  the  attack. 
In  the  infinite  variety  of  circumstances  a  geneml  rule  for  all 
cases  can  hardly  be  laid  down  with  safety,  and  w-e  must  on 
this  account  submit  the  question  whether  the  case  was  one 
to  justify  the  removal  of  a  passenger,  under  proper  instruc- 
tions from  the  justice  presiding  at  the  trial.  To  charge  the 
jury  that  vomiting  from  intoxication  was  the  only  form  of 
that  evil  which  would  authorize  the  conductor  to  expel  a 
passenger,  is  to  withdraw  from  the  minds  of  the  jury  all 
other  forms  of  the  evil  which  might  excuse  the  conduct  of 
theconductor  in  the  proper  management  of  the  car.  In  this 
view  we  can  neither  wholly  approve  of  the  instruction  nor 
of  its  qualification  by  the  court,  and  submit  this  expression 
to  relieve  the  new  trial  from  embarrassment  on  an  important 
point. 

We  are  of  opinion  that  the  qualification  of  the  seventh 
of  defendant's  instructions  withdrew  the  question  of  con- 
tributory negligence  from  the  consideration  of  the  jury,  and 
is  clearly  improper. 

We  have  not  found  it  necessary  to  examine  the  case  made 
or  to  pass  upon  the  motion  based  upon  that  record.  For  the 
reasons  already  mentioned  a  new  trial  upon  the  exceptions 
ronst  be  allowed. 
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Georgb  a.  Morrison  et  al.  vs.  Henry  C.  Shustkr  et 

In  Equity.    No.  6962. 

AND 

William  P.  Wernwag  et  al.  vs.  Henry  C.  Shuster  bt 

In  Equity.    No.  7093. 

5  Decided  April  11, 188L 

I  The  Chikf  Justicb  and  Jastices  Haoneb  and  Jambs  sitting. 

1.  A  bill  which  prays  the  appointment  of  a  receiver  on  the  ground  thai 
the  defendant  had  so  mixed  complainants*  goods  with  his  own,  that  W 
would  be  extremely  difficult  to  separate  them,  should  charge  that  the 


alleged  confusion  was  fraudulent  or  wrongful  in  order  to  justify  th^= 
interposition  of  the  court. 

2.  The  bill  did  not  call  explicitly  for  answers  upon  oath,  it  prayed  thsr^ 
the  defendants  might  answer,  etc.  Hdd^  not  equivalent  to  an  agree- 
ment to  dispense  with  answers  under  oath. 

3.  Where  an  answer  is  responsive  to  the  charges  of  the  bill  and  swears 
away  its  equity,  the  denials  of  the  answer  must  prevail,  and  the  bill 
will  be  dismissed,  unless  the  defendants*  statements  are  contradicted 
by  the  testimony  of  two  witnesses,  or  of  one  witness  with  pregnant 
corroborating  circumstances. 

4.  Under  a  prayer  for  general  relief  the  complainant  can  only  claim  re- 
lief of  the  same  general  nature  as  that  prayed  in  the  bill.  So,  too,  the 
claims  under  the  general  relief  clause  must  be  consistent  with  the 
particular  relief  claimed,  nor  can  different  parts  of  the  bill  claim  re- 
lief upon  principles  diametrically  opposite.  Therefore  where  the  com- 
plainant claims  upon  the  distinct  ground  that  he  is  not  a  creditor  of 
the  defendant  and  is  denied  relief,  he  cannot,  under  the  prayer  for 
general  relief,  claim  upon  the  hypothesis  that  he  is  a  creditor. 

5.  If  the  court  has  no  jurisdiction  when  the  bill  is  filed  (by  reason  of  the 
complainants  not  being  Judgment  creditors)  the  recovery  of  a  Judg- 
msnt  afterwards  cannot  be  set  up  by  a  supplemental  bill  so  as  to  con- 
fer tho  jurisdiction ;  the  supplemental  bill  falls  with  the  ori^nal. 

6.  A  deed  of  assignment,  after  making  preference  of  two  creditors  and 
providing  for  the  expenses  of  the  assignment,  directed  that  out  of  the 
residue  of  the  proceeds,  the  assignees  should  pay  pro  rata  the  dlaims 
of  such  of  his  other  creditors  as  should  agree  to  execute  full  releases 
to  him  of  their  claims,  and  that  the  pro  rata  share  which  would  be  pay- 
able to  any  creditor  who  might  refuse  to  execute  such  release,  should 
be  paid  over  to  the  grantor.    Upon  a  bill  filed  against  the  assignor 

.  and  assignees,  praying,  among  other  things,  that  the  defendants  be  en- 
joined from  carrying  the  assignment  into  effect,  the  court  passed  an 
order  as  follows :  ^'The  assignor  is  enjoined  as  prayed  in  the  bill,*  and 
the  other  defendants  are  enjoined  as  assignees,  as  prayed  for,  excq}t  as 
hereinafter  provided,'*''  The  order  then  proceeded  to  consiture  the  as- 
signees named  in  the  deed,  receivers  of  the  court,  and  directed  them  to 
take  possession  of  all  the  effects  of  the  assignor  referred  to  in  the  as- 
signment, sell  them  and  bring  the  proceeds  into  the  court,  the  con- 
cluding sentence  of  the  order  being,  ''This  order  is  without  prejudice 
to  any  of  the  rights,  interests,  or  equities  of  the  parties  or  of  the  said 
creditors  of,  in  and  to  the  property  aforesaid."  After  tlie  sale  of  the 
goods  by  the  receivers  and  the  ratification  thereof  by  the  court«  S. 
the  assignor,  made  a  second  assignment  of  the  same  property  to  the 
same  assignees  (now  the  receivers)  substantially  tlie  same  in  terms 
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the  first,  except  that  it  reco^^nized  the  in^'alidity  of  the  clause  requir- 
ing releases  and  directed  the  distribution  of  the  property  equally 
amoDg  the  creditors  after  the  payment  of  the  two  preferred  debts . 
Heii,  that  the  clause  requiring  releases  rendered  the  first  assignment 
void,  and  that  the  second  ass^nment  having  been  made  to  cure  this 
defect  and  with  no  purpose  to  interfere  injuriously  with  the  title  of  the 
receiyers  but  rather  to  ratify  and  confirm  it,  so  far  from  being  in  con- 
tempt of  the  existing  injunction,  was  rather  in  aid  of  the  order  of  the 
court,  since  the  informality  of  the  original  assignment  might  be  sup- 

'  posed  to  affect  the  title  of  the  assignees  and  impair  the  rignts  of  pur- 
chasers. 

7.  The  dismissal  of  a  bill  filed  to  set  aside  an  assignment  and,  after  a 
preliminary  Injunction  obtained,  restraining  the  assignor  and  a^isign- 
eesfrom  carrying  the  assignment  into  effect,  will  deprive  any  party  of 
the  right  to  Insist  that  the  execution  of  a  second  assignment  of  tliu 
same  property  during  the  pendency  of  tlie  suit  was  in  contempt  of  tlic 
injunction. 

^- The  mere  fact  of  a  lit  pendens  docs  not  invalidate  an  assignment;  a 
debtor  pending  a  suit  may  assign  to  trustees  all  his  effects  for  tin*  ben- 
efitof  allhiA  creditors  and  deliver  possession  and  it  will  be  valid. 

9.  Where  an  assignment  is  defective  a  second  assignment  may  be  mndt* 
to  amend  its  errors,  but  it  is  only  to  be  tal^en  as  a  cura  ivi;  of  tlie  Ot- 
1^  of  the  first  and  not  as  establishing  any  additional  or  further 
priorities.  Hence,  provisions  increasing  the  amounts  of  piv ferret  1 
claims  o?er  the  sums  named  in  the  first  deed  by  increas^ing  tiie  rate  of 
interest  cannot  be  operative  against  the  statement  of  the  samt*  pn*- 
ferred  claims  in  the  first  deed-  In  the  same  manner  a  par'  ieiilur  statt*- 
oi^ntiii  the  second  deed  as  to  the  percentage  to  be  paid  to  t)i"  assi/^ii- 
ees  for  commissions  cannot  be  operative  against  a  gon>ral  pnivisiion 
on  the  subject  in  the  first  deed,  the  functions  of  the  second  dt'ed  being 
only  to  render  valid  and  eff*ective  the  provision  of  tiie  first. 

»0.  A  debtor  in  insolvent  circumstances,  by  assignment  of  hU  estate  in 
trust  made  in  good  faith,  when  no  law  or  lien  prohibits,  may  lawfally 
prefer  one  creditor  or  set  of  creditors  to  another. 

11*  The  mere  silence  of  a  purchaser  as  to  his  financial  condition  at  the 
^e  of  sales  made  to  him,  even  if  he  had  then  kii(»wn  hiunelf  to  have 
^Q  insolvent,  is  not  sufficient  to  warrant  a  n'scissiun  of  the  Kules  for 
fr*Qd  ;  an  honest  though  abortive  purpose  to  continue  busun'Rs  and 
W for  goods  bought,  fe  consistent  wlch  t Ji.?  vendue's  Iciiowleilge  of 
his  insolvency,  and  the  purcliase  is  not  f  rauduhMit  when  ni:i(]<*  with 
rach  intent,  though  founded  in  delusion  and  unn*a8onab!e  expecta- 
^^ ;  there  must  have  been  an  inieni  not  to  pay  at  tht  tune  of  purchase. 

T^B  Case  is  stated  in  the  opiDion. 

Garj^exx,  Worthington,  Elliot  aud  Carlisle  for  plain- 
tifts  and  petitioning  creditors. 

-^^^^ARDS  4;  Barnard  for  defendants. 

^^^  Justice  Hagner  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  first  step  in  these  case^  was  a  bill  tiled  by  Morrison, 
Harritnon  &  Co.,  against  the  dcfuudantrf,  on  the  16th  of 
September,  1879.     It  alleged  that  tlic  complainants  were 
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wholesale  dry  goods  merchants  in  the  city  of  Philadelphia  ; 
that  the  defendant  Henry  C.  Shuster  was  a  retail  dry  goods 
dealer  in  Washington  city  ;  that  for  nearly  a  year  he  had 
been  purchasing,  from  time  to  time,  goods  from  the  com- 
plainants ;  that  on  four  occasions,  named  in  the  bill,  the  first 
in  May  and  the  last  in  August,  1879,  the  complainants  had 
furnished  him  with  large  quantities  of  dry  goods,  which  had 
been  received  by  him  and  placed  on  the  shelves  in  his  store 
that  about  the  tenth  of  September  they  received  a  commU' 
nication  from  him  stating  his  belief  that  he  would  be  unable 
to  meet  his  notes,  not  yet  due,  for  the  goods  so  furnished 
The  bill  then  charged  that  for  the  previous  six  mouthi 
Henry  C.  Shuster  had  been,  in  fact,  insolvent ;  that  he  knev 
such  to  be  his  financial  condition,  and  had  obtained  the  goods 
from  the  complainants  knowing  his  inability  to  pay  for  them 
that  under  these  circumstances  there  was  no  valid  contraci 
of  sale  between  the  parties,  and  the  complainants  were  ad- 
vised that  they  were  entitled  to  demand  the  re-delivery  of 
their  goods ;  that  they  accordingly  made  this  demand  upon 
Henry  C.  Shuster,  but  he  refused  compliance,  and  forth- 
with executed  to  the  defendants,  William  M.  Shuster,  jr.j 
and  Daniel  Larrabce,  an  assignment  in  writing  of  all  his 
property,  including  the  said  goods  of  the  complainants,  by 
which  the  assignees  were  empowered  to  make  sale  of  the 
effects  conveyed,  and  collect  all  debts  due  to  the  assignor, 
and  from  the  proceeds  to  pay,  in  the  first  instance,  to  hie 
brother,  William  M.  Shuster,  about  $1,700,  and  to  his  mother- 
in-law,  Mrs.  Emily  Fuller,  $600  ;  and  out  of  the  residue  of 
the  proceeds,  after  defraying  the  expenses  of  the  trust,  to 
pay  pro  rata  the  claims  of  such  of  his  other  creditors  as 
should  agree  to  execute  full  releases  to  him  of  their  claims  ; 
and  that  the  pro  rata  share  which  would  be  payable  to  any 
creditor  who  might  refuse  to  execute  such  release,  should 
be  paid  over  to  the  grantor  ;  that  this  assignment  was  void 
by  reason  of  the  requirement  therein  of  releases,  and  the 
resignation  of  part  of  the  proceeds  to  the  grantor  ;  that  the 
defendant  had  so  mixed  the  goods  thus  obtained  by  him 
from  the  complainants  with  other  goods  in  his  store,  that  it 
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'  waald  be  extremely  dif&cnlt  to  separate  them,  and  hence 
they  were  remediless  by  action  at  law  to  obtain  possession 
of  their  said  property. 

The  bill  prayed  that  the  assignment  might  be  declared 
void  as  against  the  creditors  of  Henry  C.  Shuster ;  that  a 
receiver  might  be  appointed  to  take  charge  of  the  said 
goods,  and  hold  the  credits  and  other  property  of  Henry  C. 
BhoBter  ;  that  the  defendants  might  be  enjoined  from  pro- 
ceeding to  carry  said  assignment  into  effect,  and  that  the 
complainants  might  have  such  other  and  further  general 
relief  as  their  case  might  require. 

The  bill  is  not  framed  as  was  contended,  in  conformity 

with  the  proceedings  in  the  case  of  the  Idaho,  98  U.  S.,  the 

<5ircam8tances  of  that  case  being  quite  different  from  those 

disclosed  in  the  present.     But  it  seems  to  be  justified  in  its 

general  features  by  the  proceeding  in  the  case  of  Hyde  vs. 

^lery,  18  Md.,  and  in  the  case  in  42  Qa.,  46,  Cohen  vs. 

-%er8. 

It  is  worthy  of  remark,  however,  that  there  is  no  charge 

'^  the  bill  that  the  alleged  confusion  of  the  goods  of  the 

^^^plainants  with  those  of  the  defendant,  Henry  C.  Shuster, 

^ae  fraudulent  or  wrongful;  and  as  the  Supreme  Court,  in 

*'be  case  of  the  Idaho,  in   announcing  the  law  upon  this 

^^bject,  remarked,  that  "it  is  not  enough  that  such  con- 

^'teion  should  be  accidental  or  even  intentional;  it  must  also 

^^  Mrrongful,  to  justify  the  interposition  of  a  court  upon  that 

S^X>ond,"  the  bill  might,  perhaps,  have  been  demurrable  for 

*-lie  want  of  such  an  allegation. 

-A.  restraining  order  was  passed  as  prayed.    The  answers  of 

^*^   the  defendants  were  filed,  denying  emphatically  and  in 

^*^e  amplest  terms  the  various  supposed  equities  of  the  bill. 

Although  the  bill  did  not  call  explicitly  for  answers  upon 

^^thjit  prayed  that  the  defendants  might  answer,  &c.,  which 

^^  certainly  not  equivalent  to  an  agreement  to  dispense  with 

^^Bwers  under  oath.     Under  such  circumstances  the  familiar 

^^d  well  settled  principle  applies,  that  where  an  answer  is 

^^sponsive  to  the  charges  of  the  bill  and  swears  away  its 

^^ity,  the  denials  of  the  answer  must  prevail,  and  the  bill 

15 
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will  be  dismissed,  unless  the  defendants'  statements  are 
contradicted  by  the  testimony  of  two  witnesses,  or  of  one 
witness  with  pregnant  corroborating  circumstances. 

In  the  case  at  bar,  the  complainants  have  presented  no 
witness  at  all  to  overcome  the  denials  of  the  answers.  The 
only  testimony  is  that  produced  by  the  defendants,  and  the  ' 
Evidence  of  Henry  C.  Shuster,  taken  before  the  examiner, 
confirms  the  denials  of  his  answer  in  every  particular.  Under 
these  circumstances  there  could  be  no  question  that  the 
prayer  of  the  bill  for  the  redelivery  to  the  complainants  of 
the  goods  must  be  denied.    19  Md.,  172,  Blonheim  r^.  Moore. 

But  it  is  insisted  that  the  court  may,  under  the  prayer  for 
general  relief,  proceed  to  direct  payment  to  the  complain- 
ants of  the  value  of  their  goods  out  of  the  proceeds  of  sale 
now  in  court.  But  it  is  obvious  that  the  sole  theory  upon 
which  the  complainants'  bill  was  filed  was  that  they  were  not 
creditors  of  Henry  C.  Shuster ;  that  the  transactions  between 
the  parties  with  reference  to  the  last  four  shipments  of  goods 
did  not  constitute  a  sale  in  the  legal  sense  of  the  term> 
because  Henry  C.  Shuster  had  no  honest  purpose  at  the  time 
he  received  the  goods  to  pay  for  them,  since  he  knew  he  was 
insolvent ,  and  had  no  expectation  of  being  able  to  pay  for  them ; 
and,  in  accordance  with  this  theory,  by  the  order  of  October 
7, 1878,  appointing  the  assigneees  as  receivers  and  author- 
izing them  to  sell  the  property,  the  receivers,  at  the  request 
of  the  complainants,  were  particularly  required  to  keep 
separate  the  proceeds  of  the  property  so  claimed  by  the 
complainants. 

It  is  settled  that  under  a  prayer  for  general  relief  the 
complainant  can  only  claim  relief  of  the  i>i\\ne  general  nature 
as  that  prayed  in  the  bill,  that  the  claims  under  the  general 
relief  clause  must  be  consistent  with  the  particular  relief 
claimed,  and  that  difterent  parts  of  the  bill  cannot  claim 
relief  upon  principles  diametrically  opposite.  A  plaintift' 
cannot  "  blow  hot  and  cold  "  in  the  same  bill  in  such  manner. 
The  court  say  in  Evans  vs,  Iglehart,  6  Gill  &  Johnson,  171=- 
"  Claims  must  be  consistently  urged.  A  party  cannot 
pui'sued  for  the  value  of  the  property,  and  then  when  th 
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property  is  found  to  be  more  valuable  than  supposed,  be 
purraed  for  the  property  itself."  Especially  would  this 
principle  be  observed  in  chancery  courts,  where  the  special 
prayer  for  relief  is  grounded  upon  allegations  of  fraud,  in 
fact.  16  Howard,  56,  Eyre  vs.  Potter ;  7  English  Common 
Law,  260. 

But  it  is  urged  that  the  bill  is  also  framed  as  a  creditor's 
bill,  and  that  under  this  feature  jurisdiction  may  be  main- 
tained notwithstanding  the  denials  of  the  answer  and  the 
absence  of  proof  of  the  particular  charges.  The  statement 
in  the  bill,  which  it  is  supposed  converts  it  into  a  creditor's 
bill,  is  in  these  words:  "The  complainants  sue  as  well  for 
themselves  as  for  all  other  creditors  of  Henry  C.  Shuster 
smilarly  situated,  who  may  come  in  and  contribute  to  this 
suit."  But  this  addition  to  the  original  frame  of  the  bill  is 
too  inconsistent  with  its  general  structure  to  be  considered 
as  a  ground  of  relief.  The  complainants  claim  upon  the  dis- 
tinct ground  that  they  are  not  creditors,  and  upon  that 
hypothesis  allege  that  they  are  entitled  to  recover  back  in 
kind  the  goods  of  which  Henry  C.  Shuster  had  ,by  fraud 
possessed  himself.  Whereas,  the  phrase  referred  to  says 
that  the  bill  is  filed  for  the  complainants,  and  for  "  all  other 
creditors"  of  Henry  C.  Shuster  "similarly  situated." 

No  person  who  is  a  creditor  of  Henry  C.  Shuster  can  be 
similarly  situated  with  those  whose  special  ground  for  equit- 
able interference  is  that  they  are  not  creditors  at  all.     A 
creditor's  bill  in  equity  originally  was  designed  to  effect  a 
final  and  complete  distribution  of  the  estate  of  a  deceased 
Person;  and  it  is  only  by  analogy  that  they  are  tolerated  in 
^'^^  cases  of  living  debtors,  where  the  effort  is  to  subject    a 
P^^ticnlar  property  to  the  payment  of  general  debts.     2 
Harris  &  Gill,  Strike  vs.  McDonald.     But  the  most  lenit'iit 
instruction  of  the  rules  governing  such  proceedings  would 
^^^t  tolerate  a  bill  like  the  present,  where  the  effort  is  to 
^^Gibine  claims  so  entirely  inconsistent,  as  that  of  complain- 
*^^  insisting  that  the  defendant  has  dishonestly  possessed 
'^^niself  of  property  belonging  to  them,  a  return  of  which  is 
^^ght,  with  the  contention  by  the  same  complainant.*,  that 
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they  had  sold  the  very  goods  to  the  defendant,  and  are  t 
fore  creditors  who  have  a  right  to  subject  to  their  den 
the  same  property  as  equally  belonging  to  the  debtor, 
his  other  assets. 

The  court  below,  as  we  have  said,  on  the  I4th  of  Oct 
passed  an  order  directing  the  assignees,  as  receivers,  t 
the  assigned  property  and  bring  the  proceeds  into  court 
by  the  same  order  all  the  creditors  of  the  defendant  £ 
C.  Shuster  were  granted  permission  to  become  parti 
the  suit.  Under  this  permission  Neale  &  Co.  and  Ph 
Bros.  &  Co.,  filed  petitions,  alleging  the  recovery  of  J 
ments  by  them  against  Henry  C.  Shuster  since  the  filin 
the  bill,  praying  that  they  may  might  participate  in 
proceeds,  and  asking  that  their  judgments  might  be  he 
be  liens  upon  the  funds  returned  by  the  receivers  and 
in  the  courf.  On  the  30th  of  January,  1880,  these  J 
ment  creditors  filed  a  supplemental  bill  praying  to  be  i 
parties  complainant,  and  alleging  that  since  the  filing  o 
original  bill,  namely,  on  the  11th  of  October,  1879,  I: 
C.  Shuster  had  executed  a  second  assignmect  to  Williai 
Shuster,  jr.,  and  Daniel  Larrabee,  which  recited  the  e: 
tion  of  the  first  assignment,  and  claimed  that,  uotwithst 
ing  the  proceedings  in  the  case,  he  had  the  right  to  ai 
the  former  assignment  in  particulars  in  which  it  was 
posed  to  be  invalid;  and  he  accordingly  conveyed  tc 
said  assignees  all  his  property  of  every  description, 
trust  to  sell  the  same  as  in  the  former  deed,  and,  after  pi 
the  preferred  debts  to  William  M.  Shuster  and  Mrs.  F 
to  distribute  the  residue  pro  rata  among  all  the  creditc 
the  grantor  without  any  reservation  of  releases.  Anc 
supplemental  bill  alleged  that  this  second  assignment 
also  void,  because  at  the  time  it  was  executed  the  injun 
was  in  force,  which  prohibited  Henry  C.  Shuster 
executing  any  such  paper,  and  because  the  property  th 
assigned  was  at  the  time  in  the  possession  of  the  court ; 
for  the  further  reason  that  the  assignees  under  the  first 
did  not  join  in  the  execution  of  the  second,  and  ou 
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grounds  it  was  insisted  the  second  deed  was  an   unlawful 
attempt  to  modify  the  first. 

It  is  contended  upon  the  part  of  the  complainants  that  the 
proceeding  in  the  case  No.  6,962  should  be  maintained,  even 
if    they  were   originally   materially  faulty  in  themselves, 
because  these  supplementary  proceedings,  which  it  is  sup- 
posed are  correct,  were  engrafted  upon  it.     But  it  is  quite 
plain  that  the  evils  existing  with  respect  to  the  original  bill 
filed  by  Morrison  4;  Co.,  cannot  be  cured  by  anything  in  the 
supplemental  bill  filed  by  Neale  4;  Co.  and  Phillips  Brothers 
&  Co.    These  parties,  though  not  judgment  creditors  at  the 
filing  of  the  original  bill,  did  not  pretend  that  they  had  not 
sold  their  goods  to  Shuster;  they  made  no  claim  to  recover 
back  their  goods  in  specie,  and  there  was  no  prayer  to  set 
aside  the  assignments  in  behalf  of  creditors  generally.    The 
fact  that   these  claimants  afterwards  obtained  judgments 
'wonld  not  be  effective  to  confer  jurisdiction  in  the  original 
case,  if  it  did  not  exist  when  the  bill  was  filed. 

In  81  Miss.,  455,  Brown  vs.  The  Bank,  the  court  announces 
the  well-known  principle,  that  if  a  court  has  no  jurisdiction 
when  the  bill  is  filed,  the  recovery  of  a  judgment  afterwards 
cannot  be  set  up  by  a  supplemental  bill  so  as  to  confer  the 
jnrisdiction.  The  supplemental  bill  in  this  case,  therefore, 
falls  with  the  original.  We  are  of  opinion  that  the  original 
*^^'l  should  be  dismissed  and  the  complainants  be  required  to 
Pfy  all  the  costs  in  the  case,  except  such  as  may  have 
^^•"ectly  grown  out  of  the  performance  by  the  receivers  of 
^«e  duty  reposed  in  them  by  the  court's  order. 

On  December  22d,  1879,  Wernwag  and  others,  creditors 
^f  Henry  C.  Shuster,  filed  a  second  bill  against  the  same 
^^fendants,  No.  7,098,  equity.  They  alleged  the  recovery  by 
^hem  of  judgments  against  Henry  C.  Shuster  since  the 
execution  of  the  last  deed  of  assignment,  and  prayed  that 
^th  deeds  should  be  set  aside,  the  first  as  fraudulent, 
^^^cause  of  the  reservation  of  releases,  and  the  second  for  the 
^Uie  reasons  stated  in  the  supplemental  bill  of  Neale  &  Co. 
To  this  second  bill  answers  were  filed  by  the  defendants,  and 
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the  testimony  taken  in  the  first  case  is,  by  agreement,  to  be 
considered  in  the  present. 

It  is  pFain  that  the  first  assignment  was  fraudulent  in  law, 
for  the  reasons  alleged  against  it;  but  under  the  order  of  the 
court  of  the  11th  of  October,  1879,  the  persons  named  as 
assignees  in  that  deed  were  constituted  receivers  of  the  court, 
and  they  reported  to  the  court  an  offer  to  sell  the  entire 
personal  effects  in  the  store  to  Lansburg  4;  Co.,  for  a  desig- 
nated sum,  and  the  court  directed  them  to  make  the  sale, 
and  to  bring  the  proceeds  into  court,  which  they  have  done. 

It  was  after  this  sale  had  been  made  and  ratified,  that  the 
second  deed  was  executed,  and  the  questions  arising  under 
the  second  bill  are  whether  the  last  deed  is  effective  in  itself 
or  whether  it  can  have  such  an  amendatory  effect  upon  the 
first  as  to  cure  the  informalities  of  that  instrument. 

1.  It  is  insisted  that  the  second  deed  will  be  held  void  by 
the  court  because  it  was  executed  in  contempt  of  the  injunc- 
tion existing  at  the  time.  This  renders  it  necessary  to  in- 
quire as  to  what  was  the  scope  and  extent  of  the  injunction. 
The  judge,  in  his  order,  decreed  that:  "Henry  C.  Shuster  is 
enjoined  as  prayed  in  the  bill,  and  that  the  other  defendants 
are  enjoined  as  assignees,  as  prayed  for,  except  as  hereinafter 
provided^  And  the  order  then  proceeds  to  direct  these  re- 
ceivers to  take  possession  of  all  the  personal  effects  of  Henry 
C.  Shuster  referred  to  in  the  first  deed  and  sell  them  and 
bring  the  proceeds  into  court;  and  the  concluding  sentence 
of  the  order  is:  "This  order  is  without  prejudice  to  any  of 
the  rights,  interests  or  equities  of  the  parties  or  of  the  said 
creditors  of,  in  and  to  the  property  aforesaid." 

It  was  manifest  that,  by  the  terms  of  this  order  no  in- 
junction was  intended  to  be  maintained  in  force  against  the 
receivers,  since  by  its  very  words  they  were  directed  to  do 
that  thing  which  the  bill  prayed  they  should  be  restrained 
from  doing,  viz.,  intermeddling  with  the  goods. 

The  second  deed  of  assignment  had  no  purpose  to  inter- 
fere injuriously  with  the  title  of  the  receivers.  Its  only 
object  could  be  to  ratify  and  confirm  their  title.  The  deed 
was  therefore  in  aid  of  the  object  of  the  order  of  the  11th 
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of  October,  since  if  the  original  assignment  was  informal  it 
might  be  supposed  that  that  informality  would  aftect  the 
fullness  of  the  title  of  the  assignees,  and  impair  the  rights 
of  Lansburg  &  Co.,  the  purchasers.  The  purpose  of  the  first 
bill  asking  that  Henry  C.  Shuster  should  be  enjoined  from 
intermeddling  with  the  property  was  to  prevent  him  from 
interfering  with  it  to  the  prejudice  of  the  complainant,  or  of 
persons  who  were  the  creditors  of  Henry  C.  Shuster.  It  cer- 
tainly was  not  designed  to  be  taken  literally  so  as  to  subject 
him  to  punishment  as  for  breaking  an  injunction  for  every 
possible  interference  with  the  goods — if  he  had  moved  them 
in  the  event  of  a  fire  or  flood  to  a  place  of  security;  or,  if  in 
order  to  perfect  the  title  of  the  assignees,  he  had  procured  the 
execution  of  a  second  deed  by  his  wife.  The  second  assign- 
ment, therefore,  so  far  as  being  in  contempt  of  the  injunction, 
was  a  commendable  act  upon  the  part  of  the  assignor.  But 
the  last  clause  of  the  order  shows  it  was  passed  without 
prejudice  to  any  of  the  rights,  interests  or  equities  of  any 
of  the  parties  to  the  property.  And  this  clause  was  referred 
to  by  Henry  C  Shuster,  in  his  answer,  as  a  justification  of 
this  attempt  to  perfect  the  previous  deed.  It  was  in  fact 
hut  a  more  formal  reiteration  of  his  purpose  as  disclosed  in 
his  answer  to  the  original  bill,  where  he  stated  that  the 
clause  requiring  releases,  in  the  first  deed  was  placed  there 
inadvertently  and  in  ignorance  of  its  illegality,  and  that  he 
c^ressly  disclaimed  any  benefit  or  advantage  under  it,  and 
<^usented  that  all  his  property  should  be  divided  equally 
anaong  his  creditors  after  the  payment  of  the  two  preferred 
debts. 

But  apart  from  this,  the  dismissal  of  the  first  bill  deprives 
^^y  parties  of  the  right  to  insist  that  the  execution  of  the 
®^cond  deed  was  in  contempt  of  the  injunction.  Even  if  it 
could  have  been  so  considered,  if  that  bill  had  been  sustained, 
^^  cannot  be  viewed  in  that  light,  since  its  dismissal.  If  the 
complainant  himself  had  dismissed  it,  no  one  could  be  heard 
now  asserting  that  the  second  deed  was  in  contempt  of  an 
^^junction  which  had  become  inoperative  by  the  complain- 
ant's own  act;  and  we  hold  the  same  result  follows  from  its 
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dismissal  by  the  court.  The  mere  fact  of  the  lis  pe 
apart  from  the  injunctioti  could  not  invalidate  such  a 
veyance  Says  Chancellor  Kent.  2  Com  ,  (632),  "a  dc 
pending  a  suit,  may  assign  to  trustees  all  his  efiects  fo 
benefit  of  all  his  creditors  and  deliver  possession,  and  i 
be  valid." 

2.  It  is  said  that  the  second  assignment  is  invalid,  be 
it  is  not  signed  by  the  assignees.  We  do  not  unden 
that  this  formality  is  essential;  and  the  authorities  in  se 
267  of  Burrill  on  Assignments  establish  this  position 
is  quite  enough,  as  is  stated  in  Perry  on  Trusts,  section 
if  the  assignees  accept  the  second  deed.  And  it  is  adm 
by  a  petition  of  Morrison  &  Co.,  in  the  first  case,  filed  in « 
ary,  1880,  praying  process  of  contempt  against  Hem 
Shuster  for  executing  this  second  deed,  that  "  the  tru 
have  undertaken  to  accept  its  provisions,"  and  the 
allegation  is  made  in  the  supplemental  bill  filed  by  Ne 
Co.  We  can  see  nothing  of  force  in  these  objections  t 
second  deed. 

3.  Does  the  second  deed  amend  the  errors  of  the  first 
careful  examination  of  the  authorities  satisfies  us  that 
is  its  eftect.  In  17  Wis.,  187,  the  court,  speaking  of  « 
like  the  present,  say:  "It  being  entirely  competent  fo 
assignees  to  reconvey  to  the  grantor,  and  then  take  a  r 
veyance,  notwithstanding  the  validity  of  the  first  assigni 
there  does  not  seem  to  be  anything  so  essential  in  the 
formal  process  of  a  double  reconveyance,  which  would 
get  the  title  back  where  it  started  from,  that  the  lack  o: 
proceeding  should  compel  a  court  of  equity  to  defeat 
trust."  So  in  28  Ver.,  155,  the  court  state  that  an  an 
ment  of  a  second  deed  under  such  circumstances  is  not 
allowed,  but  commendable,  and  that  it  might  be  made 
mere  declaration  of  trust  without  a  formal  deed.  That 
was  almost  identical,  in  many  of  its  features,  with  th 
at  bar.  To  the  same  eftect  are  the  cases  in  15  Johr 
Reports,  583,  Murray  vs.  Riggs;  Ingraham  vs.  Whee 
Conn.,  277;  Burrill  on  Assignments,  section  350. 

In  2  Black.,  534,  the  isolated  sentence  relied  upon  by 
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plainant's  oounsel;  does  not  properly  admit  of  the  significa- 
tion endeavored  to  be  given  to  it;  and  in  the  case  in  Porter 
w.  Williams,  9  N.  Y.,  148,  where  a  second  assignment  was 
lield  ilieffective,  it  appears  from  the  report  that  the  court 
baeed  its  opinion  upon  the  distinct  fact  that  between  the 
dAte  of  the  two  assignments  judgments  had  been  recovered 
by  creditors,  and  they  refused  to  allow  the  second  assignment 
validity  against  these  intervening  rights  by  judgment.    But 
in  the  case  at  bar  no  creditors  had  obtained  any  liens  between 
tlxe  two  assignments,  and  there  is  no  pretence  that  the  com- 
ixkcndable  attempt  of  Henry  C.  Shuster  to  better  the  title 
he  had  already  given  to  the  assignees,  for  the  benefit  of  his 
creditors,  has  worked  any  harm  to  any  creditor. 

In  our  opinion  the  second  assignment  should  be  taken  as 

Ck  curative  of  the  defects  of  the  first,  and  not  as  establishing 

fluoy  additional  or  further  priorities  beyond  those  specified  in 

t;lie  first  deed.    Hence  the  provisions  in  the  second  deed 

iocreasing  the   amounts  of  the  preferred  claims  of  Mrs. 

duller  and  William  M.  Shuster  over  the  sums  named  in  the 

fii^t  deed,  by  the  addition  of  the  interest,  at  an  increased 

'^te,  cannot  be  operative  against  the  statements  of  the  same 

preferred  claims  in  the  first  deed.    In  the  same  manner  the 

®^tement  in  the  second  as  to  the  particular  percentage  to 

^  paid  to  the  assignees  for  commissions  cannot  be  operative 

^S^inst  the  general  provision  on  the  subject  in  the  first  deed. 

The  function  of  the  second  deed,  then,  is  simply  to  render 

^^Ud  and  efl:ective  the  provisions  of  the  first  assignment. 

4.  Jf,  is  insisted,  however,  that  the  first  deed,  as  thus  aided 
^y  the  second,  should  be  held  void,  because  of  the  prefer- 
ences it  gives  to  the  brother  and  mother-in-law  of  the  de- 
*^odant,  Henry  C.  Shuster.  It  is  perfectly  well  settled  that 
^  debtor,  in  insolvent  circumstances,  by  assignment  of  his 
e^ate  in  trust  made  in  good  faith,  when  no  law  or  lien  pro- 
*^ibit8  it,  may  lawfully  prefer  one  creditor  or  set  of  creditors 
^  another.  2  Kent,  682;  Murray  vs.  Riggs,  15  Johnson,  571. 
Upon  plain  principle  of  common  sense  there  would  seem 
^o  be  no  reason  why  this  should  not  be.  A  debtor  in  failing 
circumstances  may  take  money  from  his  drawer  and  pay  in 
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full  any  creditor  who  in  his  opinion  has  an  especial  claim 
upon  him.  He  may  equally  pay  him  by  handing  over  to 
him  some  article  of  property,  as  a  horse  and  wagon,  or  he 
may  verbally  authorize  the  creditor  to  sell  it  and  pay  him- 
self from  the  proceeds.  And  this  he  may  equally  authorize 
him  to  do  by  a  writing.  Says  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States,  16  Peters,  116:  ''And  if  the  principle  be 
sound  that  a  debtor  may  lawfully  apply  his  property  to  the 
payment  of  such  creditors  as  he  may  choose  to  prefer,  he 
may  certainly  elect  the  time  when  it  is  to  be  done,  so  as  to 
make  it  effectual.  And  such  preference  must  necessarily 
operate  to  the  prejudice  of  creditors  not  provided  for,  and 
cannot  furnish  any  evidence  of  a  fraudulent  intention." 

In  that  case  it  was  alleged  that  the  debtor  had  succeeded 
by  his  deed  in  putting  off  executions  which  were  impending 
against  him.  "Wheeler's  circumstances  were  extremely 
embarrassed,  if  not  desperate,  and  he  found  impending  over 
him  two  judgments  amounting  to  nearly  $12,000,  in  the 
hands  and  under  the  control  of  Winter,  whom  he  had  cer- 
tainly no  reason  to  believe  was  friendly  to  him,  and  which 
judgments,  if  they  could  have  been  enforced  to  their  full 
amounts,  would  have  swallowed  up  the  greater  portion  of 
his  property.  Was  he  not,  under  such  circumstances,  author- 
ized by  every  principle  of  justice  and  honesty  to  secure  as 
far  as  he  could  his  bona  fide  creditors?" 

The  question  recurs,  were  these  preferences  honest  and 
fair?  They  were  made  to  relatives,  and  this  circumstance 
undoubtedly  is  of  an  unfavorable  import.  Such  preferences 
are  more  readily  assailed  than  those  made  in  favor  of 
strangers.  But  there  is  not  a  scintilla  of  proof  in  the  case 
that  those  debts  are  not  honestly  due  to  preferred  creditors^ 
On  the  contrary,  it  distinctly  appears  that  the  money  thua 
attempted  to  be  secured  was  lent  by  them  to  Henry  C- 
Shuster  when  he  entered  into  business,  and  that  with  it  he 
paid  some  of  these  very  creditors  for  the  goods  originally  pur- 
chased when  he  opened  his  store  ;  and  that  he  might  reason- 
ably consider  himself,  under  the  circumstances,  especially 
bound  in  good  faith  and  honor  to  see  that  these  persons  who 
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had  trusted  hini  without  8ecanty  under  such  peculiar  cir- 
fitances,  should  not  be  the  losers. 

The  only  testimony  to  which  we  have  been  referred  at 
all  as  tending  to  support  the  suspicion  of  mala  fides,  is  to  be 
found  in  the  cross-examination  of  Henry  C.  Shuster,  and  we 
fail  to  see  in  that  anything  to  justify  the  aspersion  cast  upon 
the  honesty  of  his  actions  in  this  matter. 

The  case  in  68  N.  Y.,  1,  cited  by  the  complainants'  counsel, 
where  an  application  was  made  for  trustee  process  under  the 
statute  of  the  State  upon  the  allegation  that  the  debtor  had 
purchased  the  goods  with  fraudulent  intent,  shows  that  the 
utmost  extent  to  which  the  court  went  was  to  say:  "  Where 
the  vendee  purchases  property  on  credit,  knowing  he  is  in- 
solvent, without  disclosing  the  fact,  and  mih  intent  not  to  pay 
for  (he  property,  fraud  may  be  affirmed."  And  the  opinion 
declared  that  the  facts  there  were  such  that  a  presumption 
of  his  intent  not  to  pay  might  be  inferred. 

But  the  mere  silence  of  a  defendant  as  to  his  iinancial 
condition  at  the  time  of  sales  to  him  by  complainants,  even 
if  he  had  then  known  himself  to  have  been  insolvent,  is  not 
sufficient  to  warrant  a  rescission  of  the  sales  for  fraud.  An 
honest  though  abortive  purpose  to  continue  business  and 
paj  for  goods  bought,  is  consistent  with  the  vendee's  knowl- 
edge of  his  insolvency,  and  the  purchase  is  not  fraudulent 
^'ben  made  with  such  intent,  though  founded  in  delusive 
^nd  unreasonable  expectations. 

In  4  Chan.  Appeal,  625,  Alton  vs,  Harrison,  decided  in 
1869,  where  a  deed  securing  five  enumerated  creditors, 
reserved  the  property  in  the  hands  of  the  grantor  for  six 
Months,  and  excluded  all  other  creditors,  it  appeared  that 
^be  debtor  at  the  time  knew  that  a  writ  of  sequestration 
^as  about  to  issue  against  him.  The  court  say:  "  If  the  deed 
^as  executed  by  Harrison  honestly,  for  the  purpose  of  giving 
*  security  to 'the  five  creditors,  and  was  not  a  contrivance 
*^rted  to  for  his  own  personal  benefit,  it  must  have  effect." 

In  the  case  of  Powell  vs.  Bradlee,  9  G.  &  J.,  245,  the  fourth 
prayer  of  the  defendant  was  in  these  words:  "If  the  jury 
believe  that  at  the  time  Tyson  &  Morris  made  the  purchase 
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of  Powell,  they  were  largely  insolvent,  and  knew  the 
to  be  so,  and  concealed  such  insolvency,  and  the  saic 
neither  knew  of  such  insolvency  nor  had  the  means  o 
ing  it,  then  the  sale  is  void."  The  appellate  coui 
"  We  do  not  think  the  court  below  erred  in  refui 
fourth  prayer  of  the  defendant.  The  prayer  seems 
been  founded  on  the  idea  that  the  sale  was  fraudi 
the  vendees  knew  themselves  to  be  insolvent  at  the 
the  purchase  and  did  not  communicate  that  circumsl 
the  vendors  ;  knowing  at  the  time  that  they  were  i 
of  the  fact  and  had  not  the  means  of  becoming  acq 
with  it.  The  law  it  seems  does  not  sanction  such  a 
ted  tone  of  morality  in  mercantile  dealings  as  wou 
warranted  the  granting  of  the  prayer  to  the  extet 
for  by  the  defendant.  Such  a  strict  and  rigid  doctri 
sidering  the  vicissitudes  and  changes  incident  to  me 
life,  would  go  far  to  cramp  the  operations  of  trade  ai 
merce,  and  has  not  received  the  countenance  of  c< 
justice  either  in  this  State  or  elsewhere,  as  far  as  ^ 
been  able  to  ascertain.  Moreover,  the  proceeds  of  tl 
erty  purchased  might  have  enabled  them  to  fulfi 
contract,  and  from  anything  which  appears  might  ha 
intended  to  be  applied  to  that  purpose.  There  mu 
been  an  intent  not  to  pay  at  the  time  of  the  purchase.*^ 

If  it  be  true  that  ninety  per  cent,  of  all  merchant 
some  time  of  their  mercantile  lives,  it  surely  is  not  astc 
that  a  man  in  Henry  C.  Shuster's  position  might  1 
have  supposed  himself  able  to  go  on  with  his  busint 
withstanding  his  existing  embarrassments,  and  we 
see  that  anything  more  unfavorable  can  be  imputed 
than  bad  management  in  this  his  first  business  vet 

It  follows  from  these  views  that  we  sustain  the  pn 
of  the  first  assignment  as  ratified  and  corrected  and  a 
by  the  second.  In  accordance  with  this  decision  t 
preference  creditors  will  be  paid  the  amounts  epecifiec 
first  deed,  and  other  creditors  of  Henry  C.  Shuj 
admitted  to  participate  pari  passu  in  the  distributioi 
residue  after  the  payment  of  the  expenses  of  admin 


Forsyth  r.  Building  Association.  205 

the  trust.  The  bill  of  Wernwag  and  others,  No.  7098,  is 
dismissed  with  costs ;  and  the  assignees  appointed  by  the 
order  of  the  11th  of  October,  1880,  as  receivers,  are  retained, 
and  are  required  to  settle  their  accounts  in  this  court,  upon 
the  principles  herein  set  forth. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Cartter  dissented  from  the  conclusion 
of  the  Court. 


James  Forsyth  et  al. 
vs. 
The  Hibbrnia  Building  Association. 

No.  7372. 

5  Decided  July  6, 1881. 

i  JusTiCBS  Wtlub.  Mac  Abthub  and  Haonbs  sitting* 

F'l  a  stockholder  in  a  buUdinfi;  association,  borrowed  a  sum  of  money 
IroDi  the  association,  his  wife,  and  the  co-heirs  with  her,  of  a  piece  of 
land,  joining  in  a  deed  of  trust  pledging  the  land  to  secure  the  loan. 
Afterwards  the  association  undertook  to  foreclose  the  trust  for  an 
altod  default.  Upon  a  bill  filed  by  the  grantors  to  restrain  the  sale 
tDoto compel  the  association  to  allow  certain  credits  in  their  settle- 
ments of  F.'s  account,  it  was : 

Hddy  tliat  whatever  might  be  the  proper  terms  of  settlement  between 
F.  and  the  association,  the  grantors  were  not  bound  thereby  if  those 
terms  were  in  opposition  to  the  provisions  of  the  deed  of  trust ;  that 
they  stood  only  in  the  position  of  sureties  who  have  agreed  to  answer 
ior  the  default  of  adebtor ;  that  the  measure  of  their  liability  was 
to  be  determined  solely  by  the  terms  of  the  instrument  creating  it, 
and,  if  by  these  terms  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  upon  default  made 
are  to  be  applied  (after  the  payment  of  expenses  and  trustees'  com- 
oifliions)  to  the  satisfaction  of  so  much  of  the  debt  secured  as 
nmalng  due  after  deducting  therefrom  the  value  of  F.'s  stools,  equity 
wDlf  before  the  sale  and  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  the  right  of 
tbe  association  to  foreclose  the  trust,  require  this  credit  to  be  made 
<ipon  F.'s  indebtedness,  although  as  betwen  F.  and  the  association 
soeh  a  credit  might  not  be  proper. 

The  Case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

W.  F.  Mattingly  and  D.  O'C.  Callaghan  for  plaintiflfs. 
R.  K.  Elliot  and  J.  F.  Rilby  for  defendants. 

Mr.  Justice  Hagner  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Couiii: 

This  is  an  appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  special  term  upon  a 
bill  filed  by  Forsyth  and  wife  and  the  other  complainants. 
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who  are  co-heirs  with  Mrs.  Forsyth,  and  with  her  seized  a 
tenants  in  common  of  certain  lots  of  ground  in  the  city  o 
Washington. 

The  bill  asked  for  an  injunction  to  prohibit  the  sale  of  th 
property  by  the  trustees  named  in  three  deeds  of  trust  execu 
ted  by  the  complainants  to  secure  three  loans  made  by  th 
association  to  Forsyth.  It  appears  that  Forsyth  was  a  men 
ber  of  the  association,  and  as  such,  on  three  occasions,  h 
borrowed,  or,  as  it  is  called,  bought,  money  from  the  associs 
tion  upon  his  shares  of  stock,  the  loans  aggregating  $7,20( 

The  rules  of  the  association  require  that  all  loans  made  b 
it  shall  be  secured  by  the  execution  of  a  deed  of  trust  upo 
real  estate.  Forsyth,  the  borrower,  either  had  no  real  estat 
of  his  own  or  none  which  would  be  considered  as  affordin 
adequate  security,  and  to  comply  with  the  requirements  c 
the  association  he  obtained  the  consent  of  his  wife  and  th 
other  co-heirs  of  the  land  in  question  to  pledge  it  by  deed 
of  trust  to  secure  the  loans. 

Forsyth,  from  time  to  time,  made  a  nnmber  of  payment 
to  the  association.  Shortly  before  the  filing  of  the  bill  he  wa 
informed  that  the  sum  claimed  from  him  was  very  much  i 
excess  of  the  balance  which,  according  to  his  calculatio 
was  actually  due.  This  difterence  arose  in  great  part  froE 
the  circumstauee  that  the  association  had  not  given  hii 
credit  upon  his  loans  for  the  full  amount  of  the  payment 
he  had  made  at  various  times.  According  to  the  reguk 
tions  of  the  society,  each  stockholder  is  pledged  to  pay  a 
stated  periods  one  dollar  upon  each  share  of  stock  owned  b 
him.  If  he  becomes  a  borrower  or  purchaser  of  money  fror 
the  association,  he  is  thenceforth  required  to  pay  an  add 
tional  dollar  upon  each  share.  Forsyth  claimed  that  i 
computing  his  indebtedness  he  should  have  received  a  ered 
tor  both  of  these  dollar  payments  ;  whereas  the  associatio 
insisted  that  by  the  terms  of  their  constitution  and  by-law 
properly  construed,  the  additional  dollar  should  not  in  such 
case  be  credited  to  the  borrower,  but  the  benefit  of  its  pa; 
ment  should  inure  to  the  members  of  the  association  wh 
were  not  borrowers. 
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iDclading  a  commission     •     •     •     •     to  the  said  trustees 
Forsyth  also  claimed  that  he  was  entitled,  if  he  desired  to 
close  oat  his  interest  and  withdraw,  to  a  credit  upon  his 
aocoant  for  the  present  value  of  his  shares  of  stock.    This 
was  denied  by  the  officers,  who  insisted  that  according  to 
the  constitution  in  such  a  case  the  shares  of  stock  did  not 
coDstitute  a  proper  credit,  but  that  they  were  absorbed  or 
merged  for  the  benefit  of  the  remaining  members  of  the 
aaeociation.    The  difference  between  these  modes  of  compu- 
tion  was  very  considerable.    Forsyth  insisted  that,  according 
to  a  proper  statement  of  the  account^  he  owed  less  than  $850> 
and  this  amount  he  paid  into  court  to  be  applied  as  far  as 
was  necessary  to  the  extinguishment  and  discharge  ofhis  loan. 
The  questions  presented  by  this  class  of  controversies  are 
^ery  difficult  and  complicated,  and  their  solution  depends 
in  a  great  degree  upon  the  peculiar  provisions  of  the  consti- 
tutions of  the  particular  societies,  which  diff^er  from  each 
other  frequently  in  important  particulars.   In  the  view  which 
^e  take  of  this  case,  it  is  not  necessary,  nor  would  it  be 
proper,  that  we  should  enter  at  large  into  a  discussion  of 
these  questions  as  between  Forsyth  and  the  association. 

The  present  suit  is  by  the  grantora  in  the  several  deeds  of 
trust.  No  one  of  those  grantors,  except  Forsyth,  was  at  all 
indebted  to  the  association  at  the  time  they  united  in  these 
deeds.  They,  therefore,  stand  in  the  position  of  sureties 
^'lio  have  agreed  to  become  answerable  for  the  default  of  a 
debtor.  In  such  cases  the  responsibility  of  the  sureties  is 
i^ot  to  be  extended  by  implication  or  construction,  but  the 
^^casure  of  their  liability  is  to  be  found  in  the  instrument 
^"hich  creates  it.  By  that  they  have  agreed  to  be  bound, 
^nd  by  its  terms  the  extent  of  their  responsibility  is  to  be 
determined. 

These  deeds  of  trust  all  contain  the  following  clause  ; 

^pon  default  made  in  the  payment  of  any  one  or  more  of 

^d  monthly  dues,  or  of  the  fines  or  forfeitures,  &c.,     *     * 

It  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  trustees     *     *     *     *     to 

^11  said  real  estate     •     •     •     •     and  from  the  proceeds  of 

*he  sale  shall  first  be  paid,  to  satisfy  the  expenses  of  sale. 


<c 
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*  •     •     and,  secondly,  shall  be  paid  to  said  treasurer 

*  •     •     the  said  sums  ($4,200,  $2,000,  and  $1,000     • 

*  •  after  deducting  therefrom  the  value  of  the  said  stock  c 
ascertained  in  the  usual  way  by  said  association  at  the  tim 
said  default  as  aforesaid  shall  have  been  made." 

It  is  manifest  that  if  the  trustees  had  sold  the  property 
their  plain  duty  would  have  been  to  apply  the  proceed 
according  to  the  provision  just  quoted,  and  in  no  other  waj 
They,  therefore,  would  first  have  deducted  the  expenses  o 
the  sale  and  their  commission  ;  secondly,  they  would  hav 
paid  to  the  association  the  balance  remaining  due  by  Foi 
syth,  but  that  balance  was  to  be  the  sum  remaining  afte 
deducting  therefrom  the  value  of  the  said  stock."  I 
the  trustees  had  undertaken  to  settle  with  the  associatioi 
without  allowing  the  credits  thus  plainly  provided  for, 
court  of  equity  would  inevitably  have  interposed  to  compc 
the  performance  by  the  trustees  of  this  plain  duty,  upo: 
complaint  of  the  grantors  in  the  deeds.  To  refuse  to  alloi 
such  a  credit  would  have  been  undoubtedly  a  fraud  upoi 
the  agreement,  by  which  alone  the  grantors  became  liable  t< 
the  association.  And,  inasmuch  as  this  relief  would  hav 
been  given  after  the  sale,  we  cannot  see  why  the  court  shoul 
refuse  to  give  the  same  relief  at  the  present  stage  of  th 
case,  before  the  sale  has  been  made. 

The  proper  terms  of  settlement,  as  between  Forsyth  ant 
the  association,  may  depend  upon  })rinciple8  by  which  th 
grantors  are  not  to  be  bound,  if  they  are  in  opposition  t 
the  provisions  of  the  deeds  of  trust. 

There  is  no  proof  in  the  case,  properly  presented  to  th 
court,  indicating  the  value  of  the  stock,  for  the  statement 
presented  at  the  argument,  although  apparently  official  i 
form  cannot  be  considered  as  evidence  in  the  cause.  I 
those  statements  are  correct,  it  would  appear  that  after  th 
credit  of  $850  and  the  deduction  of  the  value  of  Foreytt 
shares  of  stock,  the  debt  would  be  more  than  paid. 

It  will  be  necessary  to  remand  the  case  that  the  prof^ 
valuation  of  the  shares  may  be  ascertained  upon  an  audi ' 
and  the  decree  below  is  reversed,  and  the  case  remanded  £ 
that  purpose. 
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Samuel  Strong  vs.  Marqarbt  C.  Barbour. 

At  Law.     No.  14,061. 

5  Decided  May  31, 1881. 

i  The  Chdcf  Justicb  and  Jofltiees  Haonsb  and  Jms  slttinff. 

1.  Reference  of  a  caase,  by  the  Court,  to  one  as  * 'special  referee"  with  di- 
rections to  take  and  return  the  testimony  adduced,  and  to  report  all 
the  material  facts  *'with  his  conclusions  of  law  and  his  recommenda- 
tions." The  report  was  not  under  seal,  was  unaccompanied  by  a  final 
finding  and  professed  to  be  nothing  more  than  a  ^'recommendation.'* 

Edd^  not  an  award  under  the  Maryland  act  of  1785  and  Rule  53  of  this 
court,  and  a  judgment  entered  thereon  reversed,  and  the  cause  re- 
manded to  stand  before  the  court  as  it  did  before  the  reference. 

1  An  award  ou^t  to  settle  finally  and  conclusively  the  whole  matter  re- 
ferred. It  is  contrary  to  the  principles  of  a  general  reference  that 
tiie  court  should  take  the  award  as  far  as  it  goes  and  supply  all  omis- 
sions by  its  decree.  The  award  ought  to  be  In  itself  a  complete  ad- 
justment of  the  controversy  submitted  to  the  arbitrators. 

3.  Where  a  court,  under  the  authority  of  law,  assents  to  a  reference  of  a 
case  to  an  arbitrator,  it  abdicates,  pro  hoc  vice^  its  own  judicial  func- 
tions, to  the  arbitrator  ;  and  his  award,  if  conformable  to  the  law  and 
the  mies  regulating  the  subject,  is  taken  as  of  equal  force  with  a  de- 
cision of  a  competent  tribunal,  needing  only  the  formal  ratification 
of  the  court  to  stand  as  a  judgment  of  the  tribunal  itself.  But  this 
special  power  thus  confided  to  the  arbitrator,  must  be  exercised  in 
eonformity  to  the  law  and  the  rules  of  court,  and  on  these  conditions 
alone  will  it  be  considered  as  an  equivalent  to  the  finding  of  the  court 
and  jury. 

^  A  party  cannot  be  deprived  of  the  right  to  have  his  case  passed  upon 
by  a  jury  unless  waived  by  a  regular  reference  to  arbitrators,  and 
its  equivalent  obtained  by  a  proper  final  award. 

The  Case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Ehoch  Totten  for  plaintiff. 

Pbtbr  &  Darneillb  for  defendant. 

Mr.  Justice  Haoker  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  was  an  action  of  trover  brought  by  the  plaintiff  to  re- 
Wer  a  sum  of  money  claimed  to  be  due  by  the  defendant 
<>n  account  of  the  unlawful  conversion  of  certain  certificates 
^i  bonds,  which  it  is  alleged  were  entrusted  to  the  defend- 
ant as  collateral  security  on  the  plaintiff's  notes,  and  which 
^ere improperly  sold  and  applied  by  the  defendant. 

After  the  case  was  at  issue,  a  reference  was  made  of  this 

*nd  three  other  cases  brought  by  the  plaintift'  respecting  the 

^e  cause  of  action,  to  Mr.  James  G.  Payne  as  "special 

'eferee,"  with  directions  to  take  the  testimony  adduced  by 

^he  respective  parties  in  the  several  causes  and  return  the 

*^e  in  one  of  said  causes,  and  further  that "  the  said  referee 
16 
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shall  make  a  separate  report  in  each  case,  stating  all  the 
material  facts  with  his  conclusions  of  law  thereon^  and  bis 
recommendations^  and  return  the  same  to  this  court  with  all 
convenient  speed." 

Testimony  was  taken  before  the  referee  in  said  causes,  and 
a  report  filed  by  him  in  this  case,  embodying  what  may  be 
called  *•  his  conclusions  of  law,"  and  concluding  as  follows,  with 
what  was  probably  designed  as  "  his  recommendation:  " 

"Acting  upon  this  presumption,  there  would  appear  to  be 
due  from  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiflf  the  sum  of  $771.81, 
and  interest,  as  shown  in  ^schedule  A'  attached  to  this 
report." 

Notice  was  given  of  a  motion  to  the  court  "  to  confirm  the 
award  of  the  special  referee  and  enter  judgment  thereon  for 
the  plaintiflT." 

Subsequently  a  number  of  exceptions  to  the  report  were 
filed  on  behalf  of  the  defendant,  and  after  hearing  upon  the 
exceptions  judgment  was  entered  by  the  court  for  the  sum 
recommended  by  the  referee,  and  the  case  comes  here  on 
appeal  from  this  judgment  of  the  court. 

We  are  of  opinion  that  the  judgment  below  was  improperly 
entered.  It  seems  to  have  been  assumed  that  the  reference 
spoken  of  was  in  the  nature  of  a  reference  to  an  arbitrator, 
and  that  the  report  is  to  be  regarded  as  an  award  within  the 
Maryland  act  of  assembly  of  1785  and  rule  53  of  this  court. 
Such,  however,  is  not  our  understanding  of  the  matter. 
What  may  have  been  the  purpose  of  the  parties  in  making 
this  reference  we  are  not  prepared  to  say,  but  the  report  is 
wanting  in  most  of  the  characteristic  features  which  are 
held  essential  to  give  validity  to  an  award.  The  referee 
does  not  profess  to  have  acted  as  an  arbitrator.  His  report 
is  not  returned  as  an  award  under  his  seal,  and  above  all  it^ 
is  not  accompanied  with  a  final  finding  of  the  mattered- 
referred.  It  professes  to  be  nothing  more  than  a  "  recom- 
mendation ; "  and  the  law  is  well  settled  that  "  the  awar 
itself  ought  to  settle  finally  and  conclusively  the  whole  mat 
ter  referred.  It  is  contrary  to  the  principle  of  a  genera* 
reference  that  the  court  should  take  the  award  as  far  as  i 
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goes  and  supply  all  omissions  by  its  decree.  The  award 
ought  to  be  in  itself  a  complete  adjustment  of  the  contro- 
versy submitted  to  the  arbitrators."  11  Wheaton,  446, 
Caniochan  vs.  Christie. 

Where  a  court,  under  authority  of  law,  assents  to  a  ref- 
erence of  a  case  to  an  arbitrator,  it  abdicates,  pro  hac  vice, 
its  own  judicial  functions  to  the  arbitrator,  and  his  award, 
if  conformable  to  the  law  and  rules  regulating  the  subject, 
is  taken  as  of  equal  force  with  a  decision  of  a  competent 
tribunal,  needing  only  the  formal  ratification  of  the  court 
to  stand  as  a  judgment  of  the  tribunal  itself. 

Bat  this  special  power  thus  confided  to  the  arbitrator, 
must  be  exercised  in  conformity  to  the  law  and  the  rules  of 
court,  and  on  these  conditions  alone  will  it  be  considered  as 
an  equivalent  to  the  finding  of  the  court  and  jury. 

In  this  case  we  have  seen  these  essentials  are  wanting, 
and  there  is  no  power  in  the  court  to  give  efficacy  to  the 
recommendations  by  supplying  omissions,  and  thus  to  deprive 
the  defendant  of  her  right  to  have  her  case  passed  upon  by 
a  jury.  But  that  right  might  have  been  waived  by  a  regular 
reference  to  arbitrators,  and  its  equivalent  obtained  by  a 
proper  final  award.  If  this  report  could  be  considered  as  an 
award  in  form,  which  it  does  not  pretend  to  be,  nevertheless 
the  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court;  in  the  case  above  cited 
would  be  applicable  here  :  ^'  This  award,  therefore,  ought  to 
^  set  aside  and  the  decree  affirming  it  reversed,  and  the 
cause  remanded  to  the  circuit  court.  The  case  will  then 
stand  before  that  court  as  it  did  previous  to  the  submission." 

lo  this  view  of  the  case  it  is  unnecessary  to  express  any 
opinion  as  to  the  numerous  other  questions  argued  at  bar. 

Judgment  reversed  and  case  remanded  for  trial. 
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In  the  Matter  op  the  Appeal  op  Clare  Fisher  from  the 
Decision  op  the  Commissioner  of  Patents. 

Patent  Appeals,  Doc.  1,  No.  56. 

5  Decided  June  16, 1881. 

I  The  Chibf  Justicb  and  Associate  Justice  Wtub  sat  in  this  case. 

1.  A  mere  aggregation  and  bringing  together  of  old  devices  or  instrumen- 
talities is  not  a  patentable  invention  unless  some  new  result  is 
obtained. 

2.  The  result  of  holding  firmly  the  ends  of  railroad  rails  by  means  of 
screws  or  bolts,  and  by  a  plate  under  the  ends  is  well  known,  and  the 
simple  adoption  and  application  of  a  ribbed  plate  with  the  bolt  screwed 
to  its  place  between  the  ribs  is  only  the  application  of  two  old  devices 
without  the  attainment  of  any  new  result. 

The  Case  is  sufficiently  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Wm.  C.  Strawbridge  and  J.  Bonsall  Taylor,  for  Clark 
Fisher,  cited  the  following: 

If  the  patentee  borrowed  the  idea  of  the  difterent  parts 
which  go  to  constitute  his  invention,  and  for  the  first  time 
brought  them  together  into  one  whole,  and  that  whole  is 
materially  difterent  from  any  whole  that  existed  before,  then 
he  18  the  original  and  first  inventor,  and  is  entitled  to  a 
patent  therefor.     Many  vs.  Sizer,  1  Fisher,  17. 

If  not  only  all  the  primary  elements,  but  all  the  sub- 
combinations existed  in  different  machines  before,  but  w^ere 
never  brought  together  to  constitute  one  and  co-operating 
to  produce  one,  and  the  inventor  bring  them  together  by 
invention,  producing  a  useful  result,  he  is  entitled  to  a  patent 
for  such  combination  and  arrangement.  Howe  vs.  Morton, 
1  Fisher,  p.  586. 

If  the  idea  of  a  combination  is  a  meritorious  invention,  it 
will  be  deemed  new,  although  a  competent  mechanic  could 
easily  adapt  the  parts.  Brown  vs.  Whittemore,  5  Fisher, 
524. 

And  see  the  doctrine  laid  down  in  Lee  vs.  Blandy,  2 
Fisher,  89;  Union  Sugar  Refinery  vs.  Matthiesen,  2  Fisher, 
601;  Merriel  vs.  Yeomans,  XI  0.  G.,  970;  Middletown  Tool 
Co.  vs.  Judd,  3  Fisher,  141;  Miller  r^.  Peters;  Mfg.  Co.  vs. 
Du.  Brul,XIIO.  G.,  851. 
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Mr.  Justice  Wylie  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

"This  application   was  filed   in  the   Patent  Office  Janu- 
ary   24,  1879.      The    application   was    examined    by   the 
primary  examiner  who   made  an  adverse   report.    An  ap- 
peal was  taken   to   the   examiners-in-chief.    The  applicant 
amended  his  claim  and  the  application  was  rejected  by  the 
examiuers-in-chief ;  he  again  amended  his  claim,  and  again 
the  primary   examiner  investigated    and  again   made   an 
adverse  report.     Two  or  three  times  at  least  these  amend- 
ments took  place,  until  the  application  was  reduced  to  its 
present    shape,  when   it   was   examined    by  the    primary 
examiner  who  rejected  it.     An  appeal  was  then  taken  to  the 
examiners-in -chief,  and  they  rejected  it   the  second  time. 
An  appeal  was  then  taken  to  the  Commissioner  of  Patents 
and  he  rejected  it.    These  rejections  by  the  Patent  Office 
seem  to  have  been  based  upon  the  want  of  novelty,  the 
invention  as  claimed  having  been  anticipated  by  two  or 
three  prior  inventions  in  this  country  and  abroad.     It  is  not 
worth  while  to  refer  to  these  prior  inventions,  because  the 
decision  here  would  then  be  based  upon  technical  grounds 
in  examination  and  comparison  with  the  claims  of  the  prior 
inventions. 

The  case  as  it  appears  here  is  this.  The  petitioner  erases 
all  the  claims  heretofore  presented,  and  substitutes  the 
following : 

"  The  combination  of  the  sole  piece  provided  with  ribs 
^pon  its  under  surface  and  with  flanges  upon  its  upper  sur- 
face, the  rails,  and  the  forelocks  by  means  of  single  bolts, 
the  arrangement  being  such  that  the  bolt  heads  are  pre- 
sented from  turning  by  the  ribs,  while  the  forelocks  are  held 
"gid  between  the  flanges  and  webs  of  the  rails,  substantially 
^  shown  and  described." 

Now,  a  bolt  with  a  screw  and  a  nut  are  old  mechanical 
iniplements,  and  a  sole  plate  placed  under  the  two  ends  of 
^fle  rails  is  an  old  claim.  A  groove  in  a  sole  piece  or  plate 
w  an  old  invention.  A  groove  used  in  connection  with  a 
^^^  80  as  to  prevent  the  nut  from  turning  is  likewise  an  old 
^^vention. 
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The  invention  in  this  instance  consists  in  ribs  to  the  sole 
piece,  on  the  under  surface  of  the  sole  piece.  It  occurred  to 
this  gentleman  that  he  would  have  the  sole  piece  rolled  with 
grooves,  because  a  sole  piece  rolled  with  grooves  on  the  under 
side  and  a  corresponding  rib  on  the  upper  side  would  be  a 
stronger  plate  than  a  flat  plate  with  a  groove  cut  out  of  it, 
and  the  rolled  groove  would  serve  the  purpose  of  holding 
the  nut  to  this  plate  as  perfectly  as  the  groove  cut  would  do. 
And  that  is  the  sole  invention  for  which  a  patent  is  claimed* 

Now,  he  claims  that  the  rolled  rib  upon  the  upper  surface 
and  a  corresponding  groove  in  the  under  surface  have  never 
been  used  in  that  way;  and  that  it  is  a  stronger  plate  than 
any  other,  and  that  the  use  of  the  plate  in  connection  with 
the  nut  which  holds  the  bolt  firmly  is  an  improvement.  The 
Commissioner  decided  that  it  was  no  invention,  because  it 
had  been  anticipated  by  prior  inventors;  but  we  think  that 
there  is  still  another  fundamental  objection  to  it.  Every- 
body knows  that  a  piece  of  iron  rolled  with  ribs  makes  a 
stronger  piece  of  plate  than  a  flat  piece  of  iron  with  a  groove 
cut  out  of  it.  There  was  no  invention  in  that.  It  was 
known  to  everybody,  and  the  only  patentable  quality  which 
the  petitioner  claims  here  is  the  use  of  such  a  plate  as  that 
in  connection  with  the  screw.  Now  this  seems  to  us  not  to 
be  a  patentable  discovery  at  all.  It  is  a  mere  aggregation 
of  things  well  known  to  any  mechanic.  There  is  no  new 
result  from  the  use  of  this  combination.  The  result  of  hold- 
ing firmly  the  ends  of  railroad  rails  by  means  of  screws  or 
bolts  and  by  a  plate  under  the  ends  is  well  known,  and  the 
simple  adoption  and  application  of  a  ribbed  plate  with  the 
bolt  screwed  to  its  place  between  the  ribs,  is  only  the  appli- 
cation of  two  old  devices. 

Now,  it  is  not  every  combination  of  well-known  things 
that  entitles  a  party  to  a  patent  as  an  inventor.  A  mere 
aggregation  and  bringing  together  of  old  devices  or  instru- 
mentalities is  not  an  invention  unless  some  new  result  is 
attained,  and  here  there  is  no  new  result.  In  Hailes  vs.  Van 
Wormer,  20  Wallace,  853,  the  Supreme  Court,  by  Mr.  Justice 
Strong,  say:    "  It  must  be  conceded  that  a  new  combination. 
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if  it  produces  new  and  aseful  results,  is  patentable,  though 
all  the  constitueuts  of  the  combination  were  well  known  and 
in  common  use  before  the  combination  was  made.  But  the 
resalts  must  be  a  product  of  the  combination,  and  not  a 
mere  aggregate  of  several  results  each  the  complete  product 
of  one  of  the  combined  elements.  Combined  results  are.  not 
necessarily  a  novel  result,  nor  are  they  an  old  result  obtained 
iu  a  new  and  improved  manner.  Merely  bringing  old  devices 
into  juxtaposition,  and  there  allowing  each  to  work  out  its 
own  effect  without  the  production  of  something  novel,  is  not 
invention.** 

And  in  the  prior  case  of  Stimpson  vs.  Woodman,  10  Wal- 
lace, 117,  Mr.  Justice  Nelson  eays,  delivering  the  opinion  of 
the  court  (I  read  from  the  syllabus,  which  is  a  correct 
synopsis  of  the  opinion):  **  Where  a  roller  in  a  particular 
combination  had  been  used  before  without  designs  on  it,  and 
a  roller  with  designs  on  it  had  also  been  used  in  another 
combination,  it  was  not  a  patentable  invention  to  place 
designs  on  the  roller  in  the  first  named  combination.  Such 
a  change,  with  the  existing  knowledge  in  the  art,  involved 
simply  mechanical  skill,  which  is  not  patentable. 

The  petitioner  in  that  case  asked  for  a  patent  for  the  use 
of  a  roller  with  designs  upon  it  for  the  purpose  of  making 
find  impressing  figures  upon  leather.  Before  that  workers 
in  goat  skin  were  in  the  habit  of  folding  over  the  inner 
part  of  the  skin  upon  the  outer  part  when  it  was  partially 
in  an  undressed  condition,  and  subjecting  it  to  pressure,  and 
^y  so  doing  impressed  a  roughness  upon  the  skin  which  it 
preserved  afterwards.  It  occurred  to  this  applicant  that  if 
he  would  take  a  roller  and  have  lines  and  dots  marked  upon 
it,  he  might  produce  this  rough  impression  upon  the  skin  in 
a  new  way  by  the  use  of  the  roller.  The  roller  had  never 
been  used  in  that  way  before,  although  a  plain  roller  for  the 
pnrpoae  of  smoothing  the  skin  and  rollers  with  designs  upon 
them,  and  marks,  and  dots  and  figures,  had  been  used  for 
other  purposes  anterior  to  that  time;  but  he  was  the  first 
nian  to  whom  it  occurred  that  a  roller  marked,  dotted,  and 
lined  and  roughened  might  be  used  for  the  purpose  of  finish- 


216  Fisher  v.  Commissionbr  op  Patents. 

ing  the  skin  and  giving  it  the  rough  appearance  which  w( 
see  in  morocco;  but  the  Supreme  Court  said  there  was  nc 
invention  in  that.  Rollers  had  been  used  before,  and  smootl: 
rollers  had  been  used  in  dressing  skins,  and  rollers  witl 
designs  upon  them  had  been  used  in  other  things,  so  that  he 
merely  applied  the  use  of  the  figure  roller  to  this  particular 
article  of  skins.  The  court  held  that  it  was  not  a  patentable 
invention,  that  it  was  merely  a  new  application  of  what  was 
known  before. 

A  very  ridiculous  illustration  of  the  kind  of  invention  that 
is  here  claimed  was  once  presented  to  this  court,  on  appeal 
from  the  Patent  Office.* 

It  occurred  to  a  man  that  a  balloon  might  be  made  a  use- 
ful thing  to  merchants,  mechanics,  &c.  His  idea  was  to  have 
a  balloon  swung  across  the  street,  with  handbills  on  it  and 
devices  to  attract  attention,  so  that  persons  engaged  in 
business  who  would  pay  him  for  his  invention  might  use  the 
ballood.  Everybody  driving  or  walking  on  the  street  would 
have  his  attention  drawn  to  the  balloon  and  to  the  flags  and 
streamers  attached  to  it,  and  would  thus  be  induced  to  look 
at  the  advertisements.  He  thought  it  would  be  a  very  good 
method  of  advertising,  but  the  Patent  Office  rejected  his 
application.  He  appealed  to  this  court,  andjwe  affirmed  the 
decision,  not  because  it  was  not  a  novel  concern — for  such  an 
idea  had  never  entered  into  any  other  man's  head — ^but 
because  balloons  had  been  known,  and  advertisements  had 
been  known,  and  handbills  had  been  known,  and  it  was  a 
mere  combination  of  well-known  things  without  any  new 
result. 

For  this  reason,  as  well  as  for  the  reason  given  by  the 
Patent  Office,  that  this  invention,  if  it  was  an  invention  at 
all,  had  been  anticipated,  we  think  that  the  decision  of  the 
Commissioner  ought  to  be  affirmed. 

♦In  Re  Gould,  1  Mac  A.,  410. 
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The  Alexandria  Canal  Railroad  and  Bridge  Company 

vs. 
The  District  op  Columbia. 
In  Equity.    No.  4444. 

5  Decided  Jnii«  SI,  1681. 

<  The  Chibf  Justiob  and  Jastices  Mac  Abthub  and  Haonbb  sitting. 

1.  Wheneyer,  on  any  fair  construction  of  the  leg^Islation  under  which  an 
exemption  from  taxation  is  claimed,  there  is  a  reasonable  doubt 
whether  the  claim  is  made  out,  that  doubt  must  be  solved  in  favor  of 
the  Boverei/^ty.  In  other  words  the  languao:e  used  must  be  of  such  a 
character  as  when  fairly  interpreted  leaves  no  room  for  controversy. 

2.  The  act  Incorporating  the  Chesapeake  and  Ohio  Canal  Company  (as- 
sented to  by  Congress,  March  3,  1825.)  declared  its  property  forever 
exempt  from  taxation.  By  a  provision  of  the  act  Congress  had  power 
to  authorize  the  extension  of  the  canal  ^^  into  or  through  the  District 
of  Columbia  *  *  *  *  upon  the  same  terms  and  conditions  and 
with  all  the  rights  and  privileges  and  powers  of  erery  kind  whatsoever 
that  the  company  incorporated  by  this  act  have  to  make  the  Chesapeake 
and  Ohio  canal.''  Afterwards  the  Alexandria  Canal  Company  was 
^corporated  by  Congress  and  authorized  to  construct  a  canal  from 
the  terminus  of  the  Chesapeake  and  Ohio  canal  in  Georgetown  across 
the  Potomac  river.  Under  this  charter  a  canal  was  conducted  across 
the  Potomac  by  an  aqueduct,  supported  upon  piers.  In  May  1866, 
certain  parties  became  lessees  of  the  property.  Subsequently,  the 
lessees  conveyed  all  their  rights  to  complainants,  a  body  politic. 
Later  (July  1868,)  the  assent  of  Congress  was  given  to  the  construction 
by  complainants  of  abridge  over  the  aqueduct.  The  District  of  Col- 
ombia having  assessed  this  bridge  for  taxation,  complainant  filed  their 
bill  to  enjoin  the  enforcing  of  the  tax  on  the  ground  that  the  exemp- 
tion from  taxation  granted  the  Chesapeake  and  Ohio  Company  had 
been  transmitted  to  complainants  by  their  charter  and  the  several 
acts  of  Congress. 

««',  that  the  rights,  privileges  and  powers  communicated  to  the 
Alexandria  Canal  Company  were  those  which  the  Chesapeake  and 
Ohio  Company  had  to  make  the  canal  and  that  these  might  be  exercised 
Quite  independently  of  any  exemption  from  taxation,  and  could  not 

„beheldto  include  any  immunity  therefrom. 

««*  oZgo,  that  even  if  the  Alexandria  Canal  Company  had  been  en- 
titled to  immunity  from  taxation,  it  could  not  be  claimed  by  its  lessees, 
^  the  exemption  from  taxation  was  a  privilege  of  the  company  itself 

J^^  docs  not  pass  to  purchasers  of  its  property  and  franchises. 

^^^Oy  that  where  an  act  incorporating  a  company  authorizes  it  to  con- 
^fuct  certain  woriu  and  forever  exempts  itu  property  from  taxation, 
^,^^l>sequent  act  (unaccompanied  by  an  exemption  from  taxation)  au- 
thorizing the  companv  to  construct  other  works,  whicli  are  in  no  sense 
*y  appropriate  part  of  the  first  or  within  the  purposes  or  contemplation 
®^  those  who  granted  the  original  franchise,  the  new  property  thus 
created  cannot  be  fairly  included  as  coming  under  the  grant  of  ex- 
emption  from  taxation  in  the  original  act. 

tnK  ^^^^®  ^^  ^'  ^^®  Potomac  river  with  all  the  islands  therein  up 
^  high-water  mark,  on  the  Virginia  shore  is  within  the  explicit  terms 
Jl,' the  Maryland  Charter  and  therefore  the  whole  of  the  Alexandria 
^aual  and  Bridge  Company's  bridge  beginning  at  the  southern  ter- 
?^iDU8  of  Lingan  street  in  Georgetown,  and  extending  across  the  river 
JJ  high-Water  mark  of  the  Virginia  shore,  is  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
^be  District  of  Columbia. 
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4.  A  bridge  firmly  attached  to  and  incorporated  with  the  stone  work  o 
an  aqueduct  whose  piers  extend  a  £:rcat  depth  below  the  bottom  o 
the  Fotoroac  river  and  are  fastened  to  the  solid  rock  cannot  be  con 
sidered  as  personalty  or  anything  else  than  real  estate  within  th 
meaning  of  the  tax  laws. 

5.  Although  an  incorporated  company  has  not  for  thirty  years  beei 
charged  with  taxes  upon  its  property,  the  court  will  nevertlieless  sui 
tain  the  right  to  a  tax,  if  it  be  a  legal  one,  when  the  subject  i 
finally  brought  to  its  attention. 

6.  llie  mere  cost  of  the  planks  of  a  bridge  is  not  the  only  element  t 
be  taken  into  consideration  in  making  an  assessment ;  the  use  permit 
ted  to  be  made  of  the  property  under  the  franchise  may  enter  as 
constituent  into  the  valuation. 

7.  Whore  there  is  an  appeal  board  authorized  and  required  to  sit  an« 
hear  all  complaints  as  to  over-valuation  or  impropriety  of  assesi 
ments  and  to  revise  the  same,  and  its  action  is  declared  to  be  complet 
and  final,  persons  who  wilfully  neglect  to  avail  themselves  of  the  op 
portunity  so  amply  afforded  them  cannot  expect  a  court  of  equity,  afte 
long  delay,  to  relieve  them  from  the  consequences  of  their  own  iacliei 
Especially  will  the  court  not  substitute  its  own  Judgment  for  that  o 
the  tribunal  expressly  created  for  that  purpose. 

6.  A  bridge  which  lies  partly  in  the  District  of  Columbia,  and  partly  ii 
the  state  of  Virginia,  cannot  be  assessed  by  the  District  upon  its  entir 
length ;  only  that  portion  within  the  District  can  be  assessed,  other 
wise  the  assessment  is  illegal  and  a  bill  to  enjoin  a  sale  of  the  propert; 
by  the  District  authorities  for  non  payment  of  the  tax  will  be  sus 
tained. 

^.  Where  an  answer  to  a  bill  filed  for  a  discovery  contains  admissions  ii 
favor  of  the  complainant  they  have  the  force  of  testimony  in  his  favor 

10.  Section  3224  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United  SUtes  declarinj 
that  '^  no  suit  for  tiie  purpose  of  restraining  the  assessment  or  collec 
tion  of  any  tax  shall  be  maintained  in  any  court,''  applies  only  t 
taxes  levied  by  the  United  States,  and  has  no  application  to  taxes  le 
vied  by  the  District  of  Columbia,  although  under  authority  of  th 
United  States. 

11.  The  rule  that  the  mere  illegality  of  a  tax  is  no  ground  of  itself  for  tfac 
interposition  of  h  court  of  equity,  but  that  there  must  exist  in  additioi 
special  circumstances  bringing  the  case  under  some  recognized  hee 
of  equity  jurisdiction,  applies  only  to  taxes  levied  by  the  sovereign ; 
would  seem  not  to  be  properly  applicable  to  the  case  of  an  illeji^  ta 
levied  by  a  municipal  corporation. 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 
H.  H.  Wells  for  complainant. 
EiDDLB  &  Miller  for  defendant. 

Mr.  Justice  Hagner  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 

This  is  an  appeal  by  the  District  of  Columbia  from  tzi 
decree  of  the  chancellor  of  the  12th  of  November,  18  3 
perpetually  enjoining  the  Commissioners  of  the  District  sb- 
their  successors  from  selling  or  advertising  for  sale  "•: 
property  mentioned  in  the  bill  of  complaint  on  accounts 
the  several  tax  levies  and  assessments  mentioned  in    "i 
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ca<se,  and  from  setting  up  the  said  levies  and  assessments,  or 
a, t,  tempting  to  collect  or  enforce  the  same  or  any  part 
tlxereof. 

The  property  referred  to  is  the  bridge  structure  across  the 

E^otomac  river  from  the  city  of  Georgetown  to  Virginia. 

e  right  of  the  Commissioners  of  the  District  of  Columbia 

collect  the  taxes  therein  referred  to  is  contested  upon  a 

Ninety  of  grounds  set  forth  at  large  in  the  bill ;  and  which 

ill  now  be  considered  in  turn. 

First  It  is  insisted  on  the  part  of  the  Bridge  Company 

^laat  the  property  in  question  is  exempt  from  taxation  by 

.^ixpress  provision  of  law. 

The  Chesapeake  and  Ohio  Canal  Company  was  incorpora- 

•t«d  by  the  State  of  Virginia  in   1824,  and  by  the  State  of 

^laiyland  in  1825.    By  the  terms  of  these  statutes  the  char- 

't.^r  was  not  to  become  operative  until  the  Congress  of  the 

Ignited  States  should  give  its  assent  to  its  provisions  ;  and 

tihifi  ratification  and  assent  were  expressed  by  the  act  of 

^^ngress  approved  March  3, 1825.     Section  9  of  the  charter 

^^lared  '^  that  the  said  canal  and  all  other  works  aforesaid 

^^^  required  to  improve  the  navigation  thereof  at  any  time 

^^reafter,  with  all  their  profits  subject  to  the  limitations 

^^rein  provided  and  to  none  other,  shall  be,  and  the  same 

^^e  hereby  vested  in  the  said  stockholders,  their  heirs  and 

^^Bigns  forever,  as  tenants  in  common,  in  proportion  to  their 

^^^pective  shares,  and  be  forever  exempt  from  the  payment  of 

^^^i/  taZy  imposition,  or  assessment  whatsoever,'*^ 

By  the  21st  section  of  the  charter  it  was  further  provided 
^l^at  the  right  to  the  waters  of  the  Potomac  for  the  purpose 
'^f  any  lateral  canal  which  the  States  of  Virginia  or  Mary- 
•^tid  might  authorize  to  be  made  in  connection  with  the  said 
^^^nal,  was  reserved  to  the  said  States  respectively  ;  "  that 
"the  Government  of  the  United  States  should  retain  the 
power  to  extend  the  said  canal  in  or  through  the  District  of 
^^olumbia  on  either  or  both  sides  of  the  Potomac  river," 
^^d  that  before  the  charter  should  take  effect  "  the  Con- 
S'fess  of  the  United  States  should  authorize  the  States  of 
Virginia  and  Maryland,  or  either  of  them,  to  take  and  con- 
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tinue  a  canal  from  any  point  of  the  above-named  canal, 
or  the  termination  thereof,  through  the  territory  of  the 
District  of  Columbia,  or  any  part  thereof,  to  the  territory 
of  said  States,  or  either  of  them,  in  any  direction  they  may 
deem  proper  upon  the  same  terms  and  conditions  and  with  all  thi 
rights  and  privileges  and  powers  of  every  kind  whatsoever  tha 
the  company  incorporated  by  this  act  have  to  make  the  Chesapeah 
and  Ohio  CanaV^ 

The  eastern  terminus  of  the  canal  route  remained  ii 
Georgetown,  until  Congress,  by  the  act  of  26th  May,  1830 
incorporated  the  Alexandria  Canal  Company  authorizing 
the  construction  of  a  canal  from  the  line  of  the  Chesapeake 
and  Ohio  canal  in  Georgetown,  across  the  Potomac  river,  t< 
a  point  on  the  river  in  or  near  the  city  of  Alexandria 
Under  that  charter  a  canal  was  conducted  across  the  Poto- 
mac at  Georgetown  upon  an  aqueduct  supported  upon  piers 
built  on  rock  in  the  bed  of  the  river,  and  upon  stone  abut 
ments.  The  Alexandria  Canal  Company  for  many  yean 
operated  the  canal,  until  the  16th  of  May,  1866,  when  the 
Board  of  Public  Works  of  Virginia,  under  authority  of  law 
united  with  the  city  of  Alexandria  and  with  the  Alexan- 
dria Canal  Company,  in  a  lease  of  the  canal,  its  aqueduct, 
locks,  banks,  and  all  other,  its  property,  rights,  and  fran- 
chises, unto  Henry  H.  Wells,  Philip  Quigley,  William  W 
Dungan,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  for  ninety-nine  years  fron: 
that  date.  This  lease  and  conveyance  were  ratified  by  ac 
of  the  General  Assembly  of  Virginia  in  the  following  yean 
and  the  lessees  were  thereby  empowered  to  erect,  build 
operate,  and  maintain  across  the  Potomac  river,  over  thj 
stone  piere  on  which  the  acqueduct  rested,  a  new  aqueduc 
of  wood,  iron,  or  stone,  and  in  connection  therewith  a  bridg 
of  the  same  material  for  the  passage  of  persons,  animalJ 
wagons,  &c. 

On  the  27th  of  July,  1868,  the  assent  of  Congress  was  givQ 
to  the  construction  by  the  said  lessees  of  the  bridge  over  tl# 
aqueduct  and  piers,  for  the  passage  of  railroad  tracks,  pes 
sons  and  vehicles,  and  the  act  authorized  the  collection 
tolls  by  the  lessees  from  j)ersons  using  the  bridge. 
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On  the  ISth  of  October,  1867,  the  complainants  were 
oliartered  and  became  a  body  politic  under  the  laws  of  the 
St^ate  of  Virginia,  by  the  corporate  title  of  the  Alexandria 
Canal  Railroad  and  Bridge  Company,  and,  after  its  incor- 
poration the  said  Wells,  Quigley,  and  Dungan,  with  the 
oonsent  of  the  Alexandria  Canal  Company,  conveyed  all 
tbeir  rights  as  lessees  to  the  complainants. 

Is  the  property  in  question  exempt  under  a  proper  con- 
struction of  these  statutes? 

The  exemption  of  all  the  property  of  the  Chesapeake  and 
Ohio  canal  by  the  original  charter  is  ample  and  explicit. 
The  legislatures  of  the  different  States,  in  an  unmistakable 
manner,  declared  that  the  property  of  the  canal  should  be 
forever  free  from  the  payment  of  any  taxation,  imposition 
or  assessment  whatsoever,  and  Congress  assented  to  that 
exemption.  But  in  our  opinion  this  exemption  cannot  be 
properly  construed  as  embracing  the  property  of  the  com- 
plainants. It  is  an  established  principle  that  the  power  of 
taxation  is  the  highest  attribute  of  sovereignty  ;  that  its 
existence  will  always  be  presumed  ;  that,  wherever  an  exemp- 
tion  from  taxation  is  claimed,  the  language  surrendering  the 
power  must  be  clear  and  unmistakable  ;  that  a  State  cannot 
®trip  itself  of  this  most  essential  power  by  doubtful  words  ; 
t'ha.t  as  its  existence  rests  upon  necessity  and  is  inherent  in 
^Veiy  sovereignty,  wherever  on  any  fair  construction  of  the 
^^gislation  invoked,  there  is  a  reasonable  doubt  whether  the 
pl^im  for  the  exemption  is  made  out,  that  doubt  must  be  solved 
^^  favor  of  the  sovereignty.  In  other  words,  that  the  lan- 
SXiage  used  must  be  of  such  a  character  as,  fairly  interpreted, 
*^€ive8  no  room  for  controversy  on  the  point. 

!Now  plainly  such  is  not  the  case  in  the  present  instance. 
Tlie  charter  of  the  Alexandria  Canal  Company  of  May  30  in 
*^any  particulars  is  copied  from  the  original  charter  of  the 
CJfaesapeake  and  Ohio  canal,  but  in  section  9  of  the  charter 
^^  the  Alexandria  Company,  corresponding  with  section  9 
c>f"  the  original  charter,  the  words  of  exemption  from  taxa- 
tion are  studiously  omitted,  although  the  rest  of  the  section 
i»  literally  copied.    See  6th  Stats,  at  Large,  422.    There  can 
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be  no  pretence  that  the  exemption  contended  for  is  granted 
in  express  terms.  And  by  the  decisions  of  the  highest  conrts 
of  the  country,  the  existence  of  a  doubt  on  the  point,  settlee 
in  our  opinion,  this  contention  conclusively  against  the  com- 
plainants. The  most  recent  utterance  of  the  Supreme  Court 
on  the  subject  was  its  opinion  at  the  October  term,  1880,  in 
the  unreported  case  of  the  Annapolis  and  Elk  Ridge  Rail- 
road Company  vs.  The  County  Commissioners  of  Anne 
Arundel  County.  The  railroad  company  was  incorporated 
by  an  act  of  the  general  assembly  of  1887.  By  section  5  oi 
this  charter  the  company  was  invested  with  all  the  rights 
and  powers  necessary  to  the  construction  and  repair  of  s 
railroad  from  the  city  of  Annapolis  to  connect  with  the 
Baltimore  and  Washington  road,  "  and  for  this  purpose  the 
said  president  and  directors  may  have  and  use  all  the  powers 
and  privileges  and  shall  be  subject  to  the  same  obligatione 
that  are  provided  in  sections  14  to  28  inclusi^ve  of  the  act 
entitled  an  act  to  incorporate  the  Baltimore  &  Ohio  Railroad 
Company."  Section  18  of  the  charter  of  the  last-named  com- 
pany contained  this  provision  :  "  and  the  shares  of  the  capital 
stock  of  the  said  company  shall  be  deemed  and  considered 
personal  estate,  and  shall  be  exempt  from  the  imposition  of 
any  tax  or  burthen  by  the  States  assenting  to  this  law."  It 
had  uniformly  been  held  by  the  Maryland  courts  that  undei 
this  clause  the  property  of  the  Baltimore  and  Ohio  Railroad 
Company  was  exempt  from  taxation. 

In  like  manner  it  was  insisted  on  behalf  of  the  Annapolij 
company,  that  under  these  statutes,  its  property  was  exempte* 
from  taxation,  and  no  claim  to  the  contrary  had  been  madJ 
from  1837  to  1876.  But  the  Supreme  Court  held  that  thi 
Annapolis  and  Elk  Ridge  Company  was  invested  with  aj 
the  rights  and  powers  neceesary  to  the  construction  and  r^ 
pair  of  a  railroad  and  for  that  purpose  was  to  have  and  use  ae. 
the  powers  and  privileges  contained  in  the  enumerated  se^ 
tions  of  the  Baltimore  and  Ohio  charter;  that  this  was  n- 
a  grant  of  all  the  powers  and  privileges  of  the  latter  compaifl 
but  only  of  such  as  were  necessary  to  carry  into  effect  tl" 
objects  for  which  the  new  company  was  incorporated,  a 
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consequently,  that  only  such  of  the  privileges  of  the  old 

company  could  be  enjoyed  by  the  new  as  were  appropriate 

to  the  work  the  new  company  was  authorized  to  do  ;  that 

exemption  from  taxation  could  not  be  considered  as  one  of 

the  privileges  granted,  as  it  was  not  necessary  either  to  the 

construction,  repair  or  operation  of  a  railroad  ;  and  hence 

that  the  power  to  tax  the  property  of  the  Annapolis  and  Elk 

Ridge  Railroad  Company  could  not  be  considered  as  having 

been  relinquished  by  the  State,  either  by  express  terms  or  by 

any  fair  implication. 

To  the  same  eft'ect  was  the  decision  of  this  court  in  the 
case  of  the  Baltimore  and  Ohio  R.  R.  Co.  vs.  The  District 
of  Columbia,  reported  in  3  Mac  Arthur,  122. 

In  February,  1881,  Congress  passed  a  law  authorizing  the 
extension  into  the  District  of  Columbia,  by  the  Baltimore 
and  Ohio  Railroad,  of  a  lateral  railroad  in  connection  with 
tte  main  branch  located  from  the  city  of  Baltimore  to  the 
Ohio  river  in  pursuance  of  their  said  act  of  incorporation,, 
and  the  statute  proceeded,  ''  and  the  said  Baltimore  and 
Ohio  Railroad  Company  are  hereby  authorized  to  exercise 
the  same  powers,  rights  and  privileges  and  shall  be  subject  to 
the  same  restrictions  in  the  extension  and  construction  of  the 
said  lateral  railroad  into  and  within  the  said  District  as  they 
^3Qay  exercise  or  are  subject  to  under  and  by  virtue  of  their 
Mid  charter  or  act  of  incorporation  in  the  construction  or 
extension  of  any  railroad  in  the  State  of  Maryland,  and  shall 
l>«  entitled  to  the  same  rights,  compensation,  benefits  and 
^^nmunities  in  the  use  of  the  said  road  and  with  regard  thereto 
^  are  provided  in  their  said  charter." 

It  was  claimed  by  the  railroad  company  that  this  operated 
^^  exemption  from  taxation  by  Congress  of  the  property  of 
^he  company  in  the  lateral  road  within  the  District  of 
^lumbia.  But  it  was  held  by  this  court  that  such  was  not 
^t8  effect,  either  by  express  terms  or  by  necessary  implication, 
*^d  that  its  property  lying  within  the  District  of  Columbia 
^88  subject  to  taxation  in  the  same  manner  as  the  property 
^f  private  individuals. 
The  21st  section  of  the  charter  of  the  Chesapeake  aiid 
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Ohio  Canal  Company  declares  that  the  canal  which  Congresi 
may  authorize  to  be  constructed  from  the  terminus  of  th( 
Chesapeake  and  Ohio  through  the  District  into  Virginia 
shall  be  continued  ^'  upon  the  same  terms  and  conditions  anc 
with  all  rights  and  privileges  and  powers  whatsoever  thai 
the  company  incorporated  by  this  act  have  to  make  th< 
Chesapeake  and  Ohio  canal."  The  rights,  privileges  anc 
powers  which  it  is  thus  stipulated  are  to  be  communicatee 
to  the  new  canal  are  those  which  the  ori.^inal  canal  had  U 
make  the  Chesapeake  and  Ohio  canal.  The  powers  to  mah 
the  canal  may  be  exercised  quite  independently  of  anj 
exemption  from  taxation.  Canals  may  be  and  generally  an 
made  without  any  such  exemption,  and  the  principle  an- 
nounced by  the  decisions  in  construing  claims  of  exemptioi 
require  us  to  decide  that  the  privileges  and  powers  securec 
to  the  new  canal  cannot  be  held  to  include  an  immunity 
from  taxation. 

But  if  the  statutes  which  we  have  been  considering  could 
he  held  to  have  exempted  the  Alexandria  Canal  Company 
from  taxation,  still  such  exemption  would  not  exonerate  the 
property  from  assessment  in  the  hands  of  the  present  holders. 
In  virtue  of  the  act  of  the  General  Assembly  of  Virginia  of 
February,  1866,  the  canal  company  has  transferred  to  the 
lessees  above  named  all  its  property  and  franchises,  and  i1 
has  been  held  repeatedly  by  the  highest  courts  that  such 
transfer  does  not  carry  with  it  an  immunity  from  taxation 
in  the  hands  of  the  new  proprietors.  Such  was  the  decision 
in  Morgan  vs.  Louisiana,  98  United  States,  221,  and  in  Rail- 
road Company  vs.  The  County  of  Hamblen,  102  United 
States,  277. 

In  the  first  of  these  cases  it  was  held  that  where  the  prop- 
erty and  franchises  of  a  railroad  company  were  sold  under 
a  decree,  the  immunity  from  taxation  of  the  property  of  the 
company  guaranteed  in  the  act  of  incorporation  did  not 
accompany  the  property  in  its  transfer  to  the  purchaser 
since  the  immunity  from  taxation  in  such  case  was  a  privi- 
lege granted  to  the  company  itself  and  not  transferable. 
In  the  latter  case  it  was  held  that  where,  under  a  decree  tc 
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enforce  a  statutory  hen  retained  by  the  State  upon  the  prop- 
erty, real  and  personal,  stock  and  franchises  of  a  railroad 
company,  the  property  and  franchises  were  sold,  the  property 
was  thereafter  subject  to  taxation  under  the  laws  of  the 
State,  and  that  the  immunity  therefrom,  possessed  by  the 
company,  did  not  pass  to  the  purchaser.  It  is  a  circumstance 
not  without  significance,  that  the  lessees  covenant  by  their 
articles  of  agreement  to  pay  all  taxes  upon  the  property 
leased  them  by  the  canal  company. 

Again.  It  was  no  feature  whatever  of  the  original  grant 
of  iucorporation  to  the  Alexandria  Canal  Company  that  it 
should  maintain  a  bridge  for  passengers,  vehicles  or  railroad 
care  over  the  top  of  the  aqueduct  carrying  their  canal  across 
the  river  Potomac.  A  railroad  or  foot  bridge  was  in  no  sense 
an  appropriate  part  of  a  canal,  or  within  the  purposes  or 
contemplation  of  those  who  granted  the  franchise  to  the 
company.  These  lessees,  by  the  acts  of  Virginia '  and  of 
Congress,  have  been  entrusted  with  a  further  and  additional 
privilege  not  enjoyed  by  the  lessors  under  whom  they  claim. 
If  the  canal  company  itself,  by  subsequent  legislation,  unac- 
companied by  an  exemption  from  taxation,  had  been  author- 
ized to  construct  this  bridge,  the  new  property  thus  created 
«ould  not  have  been  fairly  included  under  a  grant  of  exemp- 
tion of  the  property  of  the  canal ;  and  still  less  could  the  right 
of  the  sovereign  to  exact  taxes  be  presumed  to  be  waived  in 
favor  of  the  lessees. 

We  are,  therefore,  clearly  of  the  opinion  that  there  is 
nothing  in  the  legislation  relied  on  which  exonerates  the 
<^niplainant8  from  taxation. 

Second.  It  is  insisted  in  the  bill  that  the  property  upon 
which  this  tax  is  sought  to  be  levied  is  not  within  the  juris- 
diction of  the  District  of  Columbia,  and  for  this  reason  is 
not  assessable  by  the  District  authorities. 

The  complainants  are  the  owners  of  the  aqueduct  and 
<»nal  which  is  carried  over  it,  extending  from  the  Chesapeake 
^d  Ohio  canal  in  Georgetown  across  the  Potomac  river  to 
^he  Virginia  shore.  The  wooden  bridge  in  question  is  sup- 
Parted  upon  a  Howe  truss  resting  on  the  piers  over  the  top 
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of  the  canal.  This  wooden  bridge  begins  at  the  southern 
terminus  of  Lingan  street  in  Georgetown,  crosses  the  Chesa- 
peake and  Ohio  canal  to  the  first  or  northern  abutment  of 
the  aqueduct,  and  up  to  that  point  is  all  within  the  limits  of 
the  city  of  Georgetown.  It  then  crosses  over  the  water  of 
the  river,  and  from  high  water  mark  on  the  Virginia  shore 
extends  by  an  elevated  structure  of  some  six  hundred  feet 
in  length  to  the  level  ground  in  Virginia.  There  can  be  no 
question  that  the  whole  of  the  structure  from  the  .commence- 
ment in  Georgetown  to  high  water  mark  on  the  Virginia 
shore,  is  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  District  of  Colombia. 

By  reiterated  decisions  it  has  been  perfectly  settled  that 
the  whole  bed  of  the  Potomac  river,  with  all  the  islands 
therein,  up  to  high  water  mark  on  the  Virginia  shore  are 
within  the  explicit  terms  of  the   Maryland  charter.    An 
interesting  point  of  grammatical  construction  in  the  Latin 
of  the  original  charter  demonstrates  this.    In  describing  the 
boundary,  the  charter  declares  that  the  line  should  pass  froni 
Delaware  bay  in  a  right  line  by  the  fortieth  degree  of  north 
latitude  westwardly,  "  unto  the  true  meridian  of  the  first 
fountain  of  the  river  Potomac;  thence  verging  towards  the 
south  into  the  further  bank  of  the  said  river,  and  following 
the  same  on  the  west  and  south  unto  a  certain  place  called 
Cinquack,"  &c.    In  the  English  translation,  the  expression 
"  the  same  "  may  be  equally  applied  to  the  bank,  or  to  the 
river.    In  the  latter  case  the  line  would  be  the  middle  thread 
of  the  river,  which  would  have  divided  it  equally  with  the 
State  of  Virginia.     But  the  language  in  the  Latin  of  the 
charter  is  "ad  uUeriorum  dictijluwims  ripaniy  eieam  sequendOj 
kc;  and  the  use  of  the  feminine  relative  pronoun  earn  shows 
that  ripam,  which  is  feminine,  was  the  antecedent  referred 
to  rather  than  Jlumeny  which  is  neuter.     Whatever  rights 
Maryland  had  in  the  river  Potomac  within  the  District  o 
Columbia  have  devolved  upon  the  District. 

Third.  By  the  act  of  the  20th  of  June,  1874,  the  Distiic 
government  was  only  authorized  to  levy  a  tax  upon  real  ^ 
tate  within  the  District,  and  it  is  insisted  upon  the  part  ^ 
the  complainants  that  this  bridge  cannot  be  oonsidered  < 
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coming  within  that  description.  If  such  is  the  case,  the 
tax  levied  under  the  act  of  1874  would  be  illegal.  In  our 
opinion  the  bridge  is  realty  within  the  meaning  of  the  law. 
Things  real  consist  of  lands,  tenements  and  hereditaments. 
Corporeal  hereditaments  are  confined  to  land  which,  accord- 
ing to  Lord  Coke,  includes  not  only  the  ground  or  soil,  but 
everything  attached  to  the  earth,  whether  by  the  course  of 
nature,  as  trees,  ftc,  or  by  the  hand  of  man,  as  houses  and 
other  buildings.  8  Kent,  [528] ;  1  Coke  Litt.,  [197,  a.] 
According  to  all  the  authorities  this  definition  embraces  the 
property  in  question. 

In  68  N.  Y.,  554,  Smith  vs.  The  Mayor,  a  pier  in  a  river 
IB  held  to  be  real  estate  within  the  meaning  of  the  tax  laws. 
See  also  State  vs.  Northern  Central  Railway  Co.,  18  Md.,  217, 
and  Northern  Central  Railway  vs.  Canton  Co.,  80  M.,  854. 
In  the  latter  case  it  was  held  that  the  rails  fastened  to  the 
road-bed  of  a  railroad  were  real  estate.  In  Snederker  vs. 
Waring,  12  N.  Y.,  the  court  held  that  a  statue  placed  upon  a 
pedestal  built  some  distance  in  the  earth,  not  secured  to  the 
pedestal  except  by  its  own  gravity,  was  to  be  considered  part 
of  the  real  estate,  so  as  to  pass  to  a  purchaser  under  a  trust 
deed  of  the  land,  as  against  a  purchaser  under  a  judgment 
levied  upon  the  statue  as  personalty. 

The  piers  supporting  this  aqueduct  extend  down  a  great 
depth  below  the  bottom  of  the  river  and  are  fastened  to  the 
8oKd  rock.  The  wooden  bridge  is  firmly  attached  to  and  in- 
corporated with  the  stone  work,  and  it  would  be  impossible 
that  it  could  be  considered  as  personalty  or  anything  else 
l>Qt  real  estate  within  the  meaning  of  the  tax  laws.  The  taxes 
for  the  subsequent  years  are  levied  under  a  later  statute  which 
Authorizes  the  assessment  of  personal  as  well  as  real  estate, 
And  this  point  is  not  of  importance  as  respects  the  taxes 
for  these  years,  as  the  property,  if  assessable  at  all,  was 
sufficiently  assessable  under  one  designation  or  the  other. 

Fourth.  It  is  contended  on  the  part  of  the  complainant 
l^t  the  proceeding  of  the  assessors  and  District  authorities 
^  fwpect  of  this  tax  were  so  imperfect  and  faulty  that  the 
*oart  should  enjoin  their  collection.    We  have  been  re- 
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peatedly  reminded  in  the  argument  that  these  complain- 
ants are  non-residents,  and  it  seems  to  be  supposed  that 
they  are  entitled  upon  this  ground  to  special  favor.  The 
courts  have  had  no  difficulty  in  some  of  the  States  in  an- 
swering the  argument  made  in  support  of  legislation  which 
has  attached  additional  burdens  to  the  property  of  non- 
residents, that  such  inequality  was  just,  in  view  of  the  fact 
that  the  absentee  renders  no  personal  service  to  the  govern- 
ment by  way  of  militia  or  road  duty  or  as  a  voter  ;  and  that 
those  who  protect  his  property  in  his  absence  should  bear  a 
lighter  burden  than  the  absentee,  but  the  decisions  have  held 
that  all  such  burdens  should  be  equal  against  all  property 
holders,  and  such  was  the  special  provision  of  the  act  estab- 
lishing the  District  government.  But  surely  there  is  no 
warrant  for  the  contention  that  a  non-resident  should  be 
dealt  with  in  this  particular  with  more  leniency  than  the 
resident. 

It  is  averred  that  for  thirty  years  this  company  was  not 
charged  with  taxes  upon  its  property.     This  circumstance 
cannot  avail  if  the  tax  is  a  legal  one.     In  the  case  of  the 
Annapolis  &  Elk  Ridge  Railroad  Co.  forty  years  had  inter- 
vened, and  in  the  case  in  3  Mac  Arthur,  Baltimore  &  Ohio 
R.  R.  Co.  vs.  The  District,  more  than  twenty  years  had  passed   _ 
without  the  claim  of  taxation,  but  the  court  nevertheless  ^ 
sustained  the  right  to  tax  when    the   subject  was  finally  ^ 
brought  to  their  attention.     The  fact  that  the  complainants  .€ 
have  been  so  long  exonerated  from  this  burden  should  make^ 
them  the  more  willing  and  able  to  pay  at  this  time. 

The  assessment  of  this  property  upon  the  books  of  th 
corporation  is  in  these  words :  "Alexandria  Canal  Company 
Beatty,  Peter,  Threlkeld  &  Deakin's  addition  ;  valuation 
$75,000  ;  wooden  bridge  across  the  Potomac."  It  is  insiste 
in  the  bill  that  the  amount  of  this  assessment  represents 
grossly  exaggerated  valuation,  as  appears  from  the  evidence  - 
in  the  case,  which  shows  that  the  entire  cost  of  the  bridg^^'S 
was  about  $27,000.  It  is  hardly  necessary  to  cite  authoritiesa 
to  show  that  it  is  not  competent  for  a  court,  in  a  proceedi 
like  the  present,  to  examine  the  question  whether  the 
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ment  of  property  was  too  high.     In  the  language  of  the 
Supreme  Court,  2  Otto,  612,  State  Railway  Cases:  "Per- 
fect equality  and  perfect  uniformity  of  taxation  as  regards 
individuals  or  corporations,  or  the  different  classes  of  prop- 
erty subject  to  taxation,  is  a  dream  unrealized."    "If  there 
is  an  excessive  estimate  of  the  value  of  the  franchise,  or 
capital  stock,  or  both,  it  is  by  error  of  judgment  in  the 
officers  to  whose  judgment  the  law  confided  that  matter  ; 
and  it  does  not  lie  with  the  court  to  substitute  its  own  judg- 
ment for  that  of  the  tribunal  expressly  created  for  that  pur- 
pose."   And  if  the  court  possessed  the  power  to  reappraise, 
there  is  nothing  before  us  from  which  we  could  arrive  at  a 
decision,  or  affirm  that  the  appraisement  was  too  high.     It 
surely  could  not  be  considered  just  to  assess  the  bridge  at 
the  mere  cost  of  the  planks.     Many  authorities  show  that 
the  use  permitted  to  be  made  of  the  property  under  the 
franchise   enters  as  a  constituent   into  the  true  valuation. 
In  the  words  of  this  court,  in  2  Mac  Arthur,  192,  Robinson 
vs.  Cook :  "  We  are  of  opinion,  that  as  the  complainant  had 
an  opportunity  to  appeal  from  the  assessment,  if  there  was 
any  error  in  the  valuation,  to  the  board  of  appeal,  she  ought 
to  have  pursued  that  course."     See,  also,  2  Mac  Arthur,  562, 
Alexander  vs,  Dennison. 

^Tiatever  adverse  criticisms  may  have  been  made,  from 
time  to  time,  upon  the  laws  passed  by  the  Legislative  As- 
sembly during  its  brief  existence,  its  acts  respecting  the 
assessment  of  property  seem  to  have  been  inspired  by  a  de- 
sire to  do  full  justice  to  the  property  owner  where  an  assess- 
n^ont  was  incorrect.    The  acts  of  1st  session  of  1871,  ch.  28, 
and  the  amendments  to  that  law,  make  it  the  duty  of  the 
^®®«ssors  "to  personally  inspect  and  examine  all  real  estate" 
within  their  districts,  and  to  ascertain  from  each  individual 
^^^  nature  of  his  property,  and  return  the  name  of  the  owners, 
and  every  person  or  corporation  or  association  is  required, 
within  fifteen  days  after  notification  by  the  superintendent, 
^0  furnish  a  corrected  list  of  all  property,  filling  up  the 
blank  forms,  which  it  is  the  duty  of  the  assessor  to  leave 
^th  each  property  owner.    A  board  of  appeal  is  created 


280     B.  B.  A5D  Bridge  Go.  v.  Districi  of  Oolumbia. 

which  is  to  sit  at  a  designated  time,  after  poblic  notice  in 
not  le%  than  three  newspapers,  of  the  time  and  place  of  its 
session.  By  one  of  the  laws  this  board  is  to  remain  in 
session  100  consecative  days  in  every  third  year,  and  30  days 
daring  the  intervening  years.  The  appeal  board  is  aothorized 
and  reqaired  to  hear  all  complaints  as  to  overvaloation  or 
impropriety  of  assessment,  and  to  redress  the  wrongs  com- 
plained of,  and  the  law  declares  their  action  shall  be  com- 
plete and  final.  The  superintendent  of  assessments  and 
taxes,  after  the  revision  by  the  board  of  appeal,  is  to  pre- 
pare in  daplicate  complete  and  accurate  lists,  giving  alpha- 
betically the  names  of  all  parties  assessed,  with  a  description 
of  their  property,  one  of  which  lists  he  is  to  retain  and  the 
other  is  to  be  lodged  in  the  office  of  the  collector.  Imme- 
diately after  the  levy  is  completed,  it  is  made  the  duty  of 
the  tax-collector,  who  is  also  acting  under  oath,  after  giving 
bond,  to  send  an  account  of  the  taxes  levied  to  each  prop- 
erty-holder, notifying  him  that  the  tax  must  be  paid  within 
a  designated  period  under  penalty,  and  within  sixty  days 
after  the  expiration  of  this  period,  the  collector  is  required 
to  publish  a  complete  list  of  arrears  of  taxes,  and  make  sale 
of  the  property  of  delinquents,  and  the  act  declares  that  no  < 
sale  thus  made  shall  be  void  because  of  a  failure  to  comply  ' 
with  any  matter  of  form. 

These  acts  of  the  legislative  assembly  are  recognized  by  ^ 
several  acts  of  Congress  ;  among  others,  by  the  act  of  the  ^ 
20th  of  June,  1874,  ch.  113,  of  1875,  ch.  162,  the  act  of  the  ^ 
8d  of  April  and  19th  of  June,  1878. 

It  is  evident  from  an  examination  of  these  acts,  that  Sk^M 
property  owner  within  the  District  could  scarcely  remain  in.^ 
ignorance  that  an  assessment  had  been  made  upon  his  prop — 
erty  and  that  he  was  required  to  pay  a  tax,  and,  if  person^s 
with  a  full  opportunity  to  complain  of  any  injustice  com — 
mitted  by  the  assessors,  wilfully  neglect  to  avail  themselv 
of  the  opportunity  so  amply  afforded  them,  they  canno 
expect  a  court  of  equity,  after  long  delay,  to  relieve  thenrr 
from  the  consequence  of  their  own  laches. 

In  O'Neal  vs.  The  Virginia  and  Maryland  Bridge  Compan 
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at   Sheperdstown,  18th  Maryland,  1,  the   bridge  company 
applied  to  an  equity  court  to  enjoin  the  county  commis- 
sioners of  Washington  county,  Maryland,  from  selling  its 
property  for  the  payment  of  State  and  county  taxes  levied 
ou  the  bridge.     By  the  Maryland  law  similar  duties  to  those 
prescribed  by  the  acts  of  the  legislative  assembly  of  the  Dis- 
trict, were  enjoined  upon  the  county  assessors.   Among  others 
they  were  required  to  make  an  alphabetical  list  of  the  prop- 
erty owners,  so  that  persons  interested  could  readily  discover 
whether  they  were  charged  with  taxes.    In  that  case  the 
property  was  entered  on  the  assessors'  book  in  the  name  of 
the  Potomac  Bridge  Company  instead  of  the  Virginia  and 
Maryland  Bridge  Company,  at  Sheperdstown,  the  actual  name 
of  the  corporation.     But  the  court  held  that  as  the  corpora- 
tion had  knowledge  of  the  assessment,  and  there  was  no 
reason  why  they  did  not  go  before  the  commissioner  and 
have  the  error  as  to  the  name  corrected,  equity  could  not 
interfere  in  its  behalf ;  that  tax  assessments  ought  not  to  be 
vacated  and  property  released  because  public  officers  have 
not  strictly  followed  provisions  of  the  law,  which  are  merely 
directory,  and  that  assessments  are  not  invalid  if  such  direc- 
tions are  not  complied  with  ;  that  if  the  property  owner 
omits  to  pursue  the  relief  offered  by  the  tax  laws  against 
the  improper  exercise  of  the  taxing  power,  he   cannot  be 
relieved  in  equity,  if  at  all,  unless  a  strong  case  is  presented  ; 
that  in  guch    case  the  property-owner  must  show  that  he 
^^  not  been  in  default  in  availing  himself  of  the  means 
provided  by  the  tax   laws,  and  there  must   be   something 
^^T'e  than  legal   error  assigned — facts  must  be  presented 
appealing  to  the  conscience  of  the  court  to  prevent  wrong 
^^d  injustice  ;  that  if  the  objection  as  to  the  manner  of 
'^akitig  the  return  of  the  assessment  is  merely  technical, 
^^d  goes  to  matter  of  form  and  not  to  substance,  a  court  of 
^^ity  ought  not  to  interfere  ;  that  as  the  tax  laws  require 
P^Mic  notice  of  the  meeting  of  the  commissioners  to  correct 
^^^ors^  A;e.,  in  assessments  the  laws  and  publication  impute 
'^^tice  to  all  persons  whether  they  have  actual  information 
^^  Hot ;  and  that  as  the  tax  laws  authorize  the  commission- 
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ers  to  increase  or  abate  valuations  and  to  exclude  property 
improperly  valued,  a  court  of  equity  has  no  jurisdiction  to 
make  corrections. 

In  that  case  the  court  affirmed  the  right  of  the  authoritiea 
of  Washington  county  to  levy  the  tax  upon  the  bridge 
belonging  to  the  Virginia  and  Maryland  Bridge  Company* 
under  an  assessment  which  included  the  entire  bridge  of  the 
complainant,  except  so  much  of  the  abutment  on  the  Vir- 
ginia shore  as  was  beyond  the  limits  of  Maryland,  as  pre- 
scribed by  the  charter  to  Lord  Baltimore. 

Fifth.  There  is,  however,  one  ground  upon  which  we 
think  this  injunction  must  be  sustained.  The  assessment 
unquestionably  was  designed  to  be  upon  the  wooden  bridge, 
and  not  upon  the  stone  structure,  or  the  canal.  But  this 
wooden  bridge,  as  we  have  seen,  consists,  first,  of  that  part 
within  the  town  of  Georgetown  ;  second,  of  that  part  between 
the  shores  of  the  river,  and  third,  of  that  part  of  the  cause- 
way between  the  high-water  mark  on  the  Virginia  shore  and 
the  level  ground  in  Virginia.  The  language  of  the  assess- 
ment is,  '^  upon  the  wooden  bridge,"  which  word  seems  to 
describe  an  entire  structure,  and  not  a  part  of  a  bridge. 
Still  if  the  matter  stood  on  this  alone,  (upon  the  presump- 
tion that  public  officers  are  supposed  to  discharge  their 
duties  properly.)  the  conclusion  might  be  that  they  only 
designed  to  assess  so  much  of  the  wooden  bridge  as  was 
within  their  jurisdiction  ;  that  is  to  say,  all  of  the  structure 
north  of  the  high-water  mark  on  the  Virginia  shore. 

But  the  complainants  alleged  in  the  bill  that  they  were 
uncertain  what  was  designed  to  be  included  in  the  assess- 
ment, and  the  more  so,  because  the  tax  bill  simply  stated. 
that  the  tax  was  levied  upon  ''the  bridge"  at  a  valuation  o£^     ""i:/ 
$75,000  ;  and  the  commissioners  were  required  "  to  show,         -^^ 
state,  and  discover  upon  what  property  the  said  assessments         ^ 
was  made  ;  whether  it  included  or  was  intended  to  include 
the  whole  aqueduct,  embracing  the  stone  piers,  the  wooden, 
and  iron  structure  through  which  the  canal  passes,  and  uscA 
by  boats  and  boatmen  navigating  the  canal  and  the  road 
bridge  over  the  canal,  with  the  approaches  on  the  Virginii^ 
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shore  as  well  as  those  on  the  District  shore  ;  and;  if  the 
assessment  was  intended  to  cover  only  the  road  bridge,  that 
they  may  discover  whether  the  whole  bridge  across  the 
river,  embracing  the  approaches  on  the  Virginia  shore  as 
well  as  the  approaches  on  the  District  shore,  were  intended 
to  be  included,  and  were  in  fact  included  in  said  assessment ; 
and  if  the  assessment  was  only  intended  to  cover  a  part  of 
the  structure,  less  than  the  whole,  that  they  may  discover 
and  answer  what  part  was  intended  to  be  included,  and  was 
in  fact  included  in  said  assessment  and  tax;  and  that  they 
may  discover,  show,  and  answer  how,  in  making  said  assess- 
ment, they  made  up  the  value  of  the  property  so  assessed; 
whether  the  cost  of  constructing  the  road  bridge  was  con- 
sidered, or  the  present  value  of  the  structure  on  the  part  of 
it  80  assessed,  or  whether  they  estimated  its  value  by  the 
amount  of  its  gross  or  net  earnings." 

The  commissioners  in  their  answer  declare  "  that  the  assess- 
fnent  in  said  bill  mentioned  is  upon  the  wooden  bridge  across 
the  Potomac  river,  and  constructed  in  part  upon  Beatty, 
Peter,  Threlkeld,  and  Deakin's  addition  to  the  city  of 
Georgetown,  and  that  only  that  portion  of  said  bridge  which  is 
within  the  limits  of  the  District  of  Columbia  was  designed 
to  be  sold." 

Where  a  bill  is  filed  for  a  discovery,  the  general  rule 
applies  that  the  answer  of  the  defendant,  if  responsive,  is 
evidence  in  his  favor,  unless  overcome  by  the  testimony  of 
^wo  witnesses,  or  one  witness  with  corroborating  circum- 
stances. Turner  vs.  Knell,  24  Md.,  60.  There  can  be  no 
^^^ason  why  admissions  in  such  an  answer  in  favor  of  the 
^Daplainant  should  not  have  the  force  of  testimony  in  his 
favor.  It  seems  plain  from  the  answer  of  the  commissioners 
that  they  distinguish  between  the  entire  wooden  bridge  upon 
which  the  assessment  was  made,  and  that  portion  of  the 
bridge  which  they  design  to  sell.  When  they  are  stating 
what  was  assessed,  they  declare  it  was  '^  the  wooden  bridge^^ — 
that  is  the  entire  bridge,  but  in  describing  what  they  intend 
to  sell  they  aver  it  is  Only  that  portion  of  said  bridge  which 
was  within  the  limits  of  the  District. 
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They  admit,  therefore,  that  there  is  a  portion  of  the  bridge 
which  has  beeu  assessed  by  them  not  liable  to  be  sold,  and 
this  must  be  the  portion  lying  in  Virginia.  The  answer  con- 
tains effectively  a  claim  of  the  right  of  the  commiesionen 
to  assess  the  entire  bridge,  though  they  only  claim  the  right 
to  sell  that  portion  of  it  which  is  within  their  jurisdiction. 
If  they  have  assessed  the  entire  bridge,  including  that  part 
which  lies  within  the  State  of  Virginia,  the  assessment  Ib 
invalid.  We  cannot,  in  this  proceeding,  undertake  to  deduct 
for  the  overcharge  by  looking  through  the  evidence  to  ascer- 
tain what  the  respective  portions  of  the  bridge  originally 
cost.  The  franchise  to  use  the  bridge,  as  we  have  seen,  may 
well  enter  into  the  assessment  of  its  value,  and  we  cannot 
apportion,  if  we  had  the  right  to  attempt  to  do  so,  the  share 
of  the  value  of  this  franchise  appurtenant  to  any  particular 
portion  of  the  structure. 

This  is  not  a  case  merely  of  excessive  valuation,  or  of  an 
omission  upon   the   part   of  officials  to  comply  with  the 
directory  provisions  of  the  statute;  but  it  is  a  claim  advanced 
in  this  court  by  the  District  authorities  to  levy  a  tax  upon 
the  entire  bridge,  including  that  portion  within  Virginiftj 
and  we  must,  therefore,  hold  the  assessment  was  illegal,  aad 
the  collection  of  the  tax  should  not  be  enforced.     We  ai^ 
not  to  be  understood  as  deciding  that  the  granting  of  this 
injunction  is  to  be  considered  as  an  acquittance  of  thetB^ 
properly  due  to  the  District.     We  are  only  deciding,  thaXi 
for  the  reasons  stated,  no  valid  sale  can  be  made  under  tb* 
assessment. 

Sixth.  It  has  been  insisted  upon  the  part  of  the  Distri^^l 
of  Columbia  that  this  court  is  inhibited  from  granting  ^^ 
injunction  in  the  present  case  by  Section  3224  of  the  Revis^^ 
Statutes  of  the  United  States,  which  declares:  "  No  suit  fo 
the  purpose  of  restraining  the  assessment  or  collection  o 
any  tax  shall  be  maintained  in  any  court."  This  section  ^ 
placed  under  the  article  '*  Internal  Revenue,"  and  seecX* 
manifestly  to  apply  to  cases  arising  under  the  enforceme^^ 
of  that  article.  But  the  Supreme  Court,  in  2  Otto,  61  ^ 
have  declared  that  it  was  only  intended  to  apply  to  ta^c^ 
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3Tied  by  the  United  States.  It  can,  therefore,  have  no 
pplication  to  the  present  taxes,  which  are  levied  by  a  muni- 
ipality,  although  under  authority  of  the  United  States  laws. 

It  has  been  held  in  many  cases  by  the  courts  that  the  mere 
llegality  of  a  tax  is  no  ground  for  the  interposition  of  a 
!Ourt  of  equity,  but  that  there  must  exist,  in  addition, 
ipeoial  circumstances  bringing  the  case  under  some  recognized 
lead  of  equity  jurisdiction,  such  as  that  the  enforcement  of 
the  tax  would  lead  to  a  multiplicity  of  suits  or  produce  irre- 
parable injury,  or  throw  a  cloud  upon  the  complainant's  title 
to  real  estate.  Dow  vs.  City  of  Chicago,  11  Wall.,  109. 
But  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  general  language  used  in  the 
class  of  cases  referred  to  applies  to  taxes  levied  by  the  sov- 
ereign alone. 

In  High  on  Injunctions,  section  369,  the  author  says:  "It 
will  be  found  on  examination  that  courts  of  equity  have  been 
inclined  in  the  cases  of  assessment  of  municipal  corporations, 
to  relax  somewhat  the  stringency  of  the  rule  of  non-inter- 
ference as  applied  to  the  collections  of  State  taxes.  Thus  a 
city  assessment  without  authority  of  law  will  be  enjoined, 
even  where  no  question  as  to  cloud  upon  title  is  raised." 

And  in  2  Otto,  613,  the  State  Railway  Cases,  the  Supreme 
Coort,  after  reiterating  the  general  principle  announced  in 
Dowp5.  Chicago,  says:  "  Whether  the  same  rigid  rule  shall 
ke  applied  to  taxes  levied  by  counties,  towns  and  cities,  we 
Deed  not  here  inquire;  but  there  is  both  reason  and  authority 
for  holding  that  the  control  of  the  court  in  the  exercise  of 
power  over  private  property  by  these  corporations  is  more 
necessary  and  is  unaccompanied  by  many  of  the  evils  that 
belong  to  it  when  aliecting  the  revenues  of  the  State."  And 
^te  above  section  from  High  on  Injunctions  is  cited  by  the 
conrt  to  sustain  this  qualification  of  its  former  opinion.  See 
^Iso  Webster  vs.  Commissioners,  51  Md. 

For  this  reason  we  think  equity  has  jurisdiction  to  grant 
^he  injunction  in  the  present  case,  and  the  decree  below  is 
affirmed,  but  upon  the  single  ground  discussed  in  the  fifth 
point. 
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BuRCHE  vs.  Wallace  et  al. 

AND 

Wallace  vs.  Burcbb  bt  al. 

consolidated. 

Equity.    No.  3571. 

5  Decided  July  6, 1881. 

I  Jastices  WtlicMac  Artbub  and  Hagnib  sittini 

Upon  a  sale  of  property  by  a  trustee  having  power  to  fix,  by  pred< 
advertisement,  ttie  terms  and  conditions  of  the  sale,  the  rights  of  i 
parties  are  acquired  and  controlled  by  these  terms  which  cannot 
varied  unless  an  independent  contract  has  been  entered  into  wh 
would  prevent  a  party  to  it  from  insisting  upon  them.  Thus,  wher 
piece  of  property  had  been  sold  for  default  in  payment  of  a  Jo 
promissory  note,  secured  thereon,  and  the  holder  of  the  note  b 
entered  into  a  private  arrangement  with  one  of  the  Joint  maimers,  d 
ferent  from  the  advertised  terms  under  which  the  property  "^ 
apparently  sold,  in  consequence  of  which  arrangement  the  latl 
became  the  purchaser  of  the  property,  the  other  maker  of  the  no 
having  been  no  party  to  the  arrangement,  either  by  consent  or  sub 
quent  ratification,  cannot  thereby  be  deprived  of  any  benefit 
interest  which  would  otherwise  accrue  under  the  advertised  terms 
sale,  although  the  agreement  will  be  binding  between  the  part 
to  it. 

Appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  Court  in  Special  Term  maki 
distribution  of  the  proceeds  of  a  sale  under  a  deed  of  trr 

The  Case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Luther  H.  Pike  and  T.  Jksup  Miller  for  appellants. 

HiNE  &  Thomas  for  appellees. 

Mr.  Justice  Mac  Arthur  delivered  the  opinion  of 
court. 

Mrs.  Burche  and  Mrs.  Wallach  are  sisters,  and  acqi 
title  to  the  property  in  controversy  through  the  will  of  1 1 
father,  who  died  many  years  ago,  leaving  a  wife  to  whoiri 
devised  a  life  estate  in  the  property.  She  also  died  in 
fall  of  1872,  leaving  these  two  ladies  with  an  absolute  t: 
in  fee  simple.  On  the  15th  day  of  January,  1872,  these  i 
sisters  borrowed  $5,000  from  Mrs.  Rebecca  R.  Melleu,  i 
they  both  joined  in  executing  a  promissory  note  to  her 
that  amount,  and  a  deed  of  trust  upon  the  property  to  sect 
its  payment.  The  note  was  payable  in  five  years,  ^' 
interest  at  the  rate  of  10  per  cent,  per  annum,  payable  sei 
annually,  and  the  condition  of  the  deed  was   that   uj 
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default  being  made  in  the  payment  of  the  interest,  or  any 
part  of  the  principal,  the  property  might  be  sold  by  the 
trustee,  who  was  J.  C.  G.  Kennedy,  upon  an  advertisement 
of  ten  days,  and  the  whole  amount  of  the  indebtedness  would 
then  become  due.     Default  having  been  made  in  the  pay- 
ment of  interest,  Mrs.  Mellen  directed  the  trustee  to  adver- 
tise the  premises  for  sale.     Mr.  Kennedy  thereupon  adver- 
tised the  property  for  sale,  and,  on  the  8th  of  December, 
1873,  sold  it  at  public  auction,  the  same  being  struck  off  to 
Mrs.  Burche,  she  being  the  highest  bidder,  for  $16,509.66  • 
This  would  leave  a  large  balance  after  satisfying  the  indebt- 
edness and  interest  and  the  other  liens  then  existing  upon, 
the  property  in  the  shape  of  taxes. 

Some  of  the  doctrines  applicable  to  trust  deeds  have  been 

so  well  established  that  they  may  be  considered  elementary. 

The  trust  deed  is  assimilated  to  a  mortgage  in  many  respects 

and  the  notice  advertising  the  property  for  sale  is  analogous 

to  a  decree  in  foreclosure.    The  effect  of  a  sale  in  either  case 

and  the  execution  of  the  deed  to  the  purchaser,  is  to  convey 

*n  the  right,  title,   and  interest  of  the   grantors   in   the 

Pi'operty  to  the  purchaser,  and  to  cut  oft*  their  right  of 

'"ademption  forever.     They   are   alike,  also,  in  the  conse- 

^QeTices  of  such  sale,  that  the  procee(^s  are  to  be  applied  to 

^he   satisfaction   of    the   indebtedness,  and,   if    a   balance 

^^niains,  it  is  to  be  distributed  to  the  grantors  in  the  trust 

^^^,  according   to   their  interest   in   the   property.     The 

^tiity  of  redemption  existing  in  the  owners  is  converted  by 

^^ch  sale  and  represented  by  the  balance  of  the  purchase 

^oney,  after  satisfying  the  security,  and  the  sale  becomes  a 

^tisfaction  of  such  debt  to  the  amount  of  the  proceeds 

^^lized.     A  distribution  to  the  grantors  only  takes  place  in 

^^^se  of  there  being  a  surplus.     Had  there  been  a  judicial 

foreclosure  in  this  case — and  it  is  much  to  be  regretted  now 

^bat  that  course  was  not  pursued — the  court  would  have 

applied  the  proceeds  as  I  have  already  indicated  to  the  full 

^tisfaction  of  the  beneficiary,  and  afterwards  to  the  grantors 

^^  the  deed,  according  to  the  amount  of  their  respective 

shares  in  the  balance. 
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This  rule  would  apply,  also,  to  a  sale  after  advertisemen 
without  judicial  process,  unless  a  different  course  had  beei 
agreed  upon  by  all  the  parties  interested;  and,  should  a  sal 
take  place  for  any  other  purpose  ^than  that  which  I  hav 
mentioned,  the  court  would  interfere,  for  the  purpose  of  pre 
venting  any  deviation  from  the  contract,  or  from  the  advei 
tised  terms  of  sale.  The  trust  deed  in  this  case  has  th 
following  clause,  and  I  believe  such  a  clause  is  found  ii 
all  similar  instruments.    It  provides: 

"  Upon  any  and  everyjsuch  default  or  failure  being  mad 
in  the  payment  as  aforesaid,  the  said  party  of  the  secon< 
part  [the  trustee  Kennedy] ,  his  successor  or  successors,  shall 
at  the  request  in  writing  of  the  said  Rebecca  R.  Mellen,  o 
the  holder  of  the  note  aforesaid,  proceed  to  sell  and  dispos 
of  said  premises  as  aforedescribed,  or  so  much  thereof  as  th 
said  party  of  the  second  part,  or  his  successor  or  successors 
may  deem  necessary,  at  public  sale,  to  the  highest  biddei 
upon  such  terms  and  conditions  as  he  may  deem  most  fc 
the  interest  of  all  parties  concerned  in  such  sale,  first  givitii 
at  least  ten  days  notice  of  the  time,  place,  and  terms  of  sai 
sale  by  advertisement;  in  some  newspaper  printed  and  pub 
lished  in  the  city  of  Washington." 

Again,  that — 

"  Out  of  the  proceeds  arising  from  such  sale  or  sales,  aft- 
paying  the  proper  expenses  thereof,  and  other  expenses 
this  trust,  including  a  commission  on  the  gross  amount 
said  sale  or  sales  of  three  per  centum  as  compensation  to  U 
said  trustee,  to  pay  in  the  first  place  whatever  of  said  del 
interest,  costs,  and  expenses  may  be  due  and  unpaid  at  t- 
time  of  such  sale  or  sales.    Secondly,  to  pay  whatever 
said  debt,  interest,  costs  and  expenses  may  then  rems: 
unpaid,  although  the  same  may  not  then  have  become  61 
and  payable;  and,  lastly,  the  surplus,  if  any,  to  pay  over 
the  said  party  of  the'first  part,  their  heirs,"  &c. 

There  is  also  a  provision  for  the  payment  of  taxes  » 
authorizing  the  trustee  to  pay  them,  in  such  case  making  "t, 
payment  a  part  of  the  indebtedness  secured  by  the  trust  da< 
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The  advertisemeDt  apon  which  the  premises  were  sold 
states  the  following  terms: 

"Terms  of  sale:  $5,000,  with  interest  thereon  at  the  rate 
often  per  cent,  per  annum  from  January  16, 1873,  together 
^ith  the  expenses  of  sale  in  cash,  and  the  balance  at  one  and 
two  years,  for  which  the  purchaser  is  to  give  his  notes,  bear- 
ing interest  at  the  rate  of  eight  per  cent,  per  annum,  and 
Sicwred  by  dud  of  trust  on  the  property  sold.  Conveyancing  at 
the  cost  of  purchaser.  $250  to  be  paid  by  the  purchaser 
immediately  after  sale." 

The  sale  seems  to  have  taken  place  in  conformity  with  the 
advertisement;  and  certainly,  so  far  as  Mrs.  Wallach  is  con- 
cerned, no  other  view  of  that  sale  can  be  entertained.  The 
rights  of  Mrs.  Burche  and  Mrs.  Wallach  were  determined 
by  the  terms  of  that  sale,  unless  they  have  made  an  inde- 
pendent contract  which  prevents  them  from  insisting  upon 
the  rights  thus  acquired.  It  is  claimed  that  a  contract  did 
exist  between  Mrs.  Burche  and  Mrs.  Mellen,  by  which  Mrs. 
Bnrche  was  to  bid  in  the  property,  Mrs.  Mellen  advancing 
apon  a  new  loan  a  sufficient  amount  of  money  to  pay  oft'  the 
taxes  upon  the  property,  the  interest  upon  the  note,  and  the 
expenses  of  the  sale,  and  to  extend  the  time  of  paying  the 
original  indebtedness,  Mrs.  Burche  agreeing  to  execute  a 
new  note  and  trust  deed  as  a  first  lien  upon  the  property. 

Undoubtedly  a  contract  to  this  eftect  was  entered  into  by 
Mrs.  Burche  and  Mrs.  Mellen.     During  the  argument  of  the 
^^ase,  the  court  understood  the  claim  to  be  made  that  Mrs. 
Wallach  was  either  a  party  to  such  contract  or  that  she  con- 
sented to  it  and  ratified  it  afterwards.     This  is  a  fact  that 
^D  be  determined  only  by  the  proofs  in  the  case.    I  have 
^Xamined  the  testimony,  which  is  very  voluminous,  reading  * 
*^  all  through  with  great  care,  some  portions  of  it  more  than 
Once,  and  I  fail  to  find  a  single  particle  of  proof  that  Mrs. 
Wallach  was  a  party  to  that  agreement,  or  that  she  ever 
^Bsented  to  the  same^  or  ever  ratified  it  in  any  way ;  but, 
^11  the  contrary,  that  constantly  from  the  time  of  the  sale 
^  bas  insisted  upon  Iter  right  to  her  share  in  the  bala3ice 
^  the  parchaae  money  or  the  deferred  paynrents. 
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A  proposition,  it  is  quite  true,  was  discussed  between  Mrs. 
Wallach  and  Mrs.  Mellen,  or  rather  the  husband  of  the 
latter,  of  the  same  character.  But  that  was  an  independent 
conversation,  having  no  connection  with  the  agreement  with 
Mrs.  Burche.  Mrs.  Wallach  then  declined  to  enter  into 
such  an  agreement,  unless  Mrs.  Mellen  would  advance  suf- 
ficient, in  addition  to  the  taxes  and  expenses  of  the  sale,  to 
pay  Mrs.  Burche  her  share  of  the  purchase  money.  This 
was  not  accepted,  however,  and  afterwards  it  app;3ars  an 
arrangement  was  made  with  Mrs.  Burche,  who  became  the 
purchaser,  and,  upon  receiving  from  the  trustee  a  convey- 
ance of  the  property,  she  executed  a  trust  deed  to  Mrs. 
Ilain,  mother  of  Mrs.  Mellen.  The  amount  of  this  trust  was 
$8,200,  and  it  was  taken  in  Mrs.  Hain's  name,  for  the  reason 
that  Mrs.  Mellen  had  not  a  sufficient  amount  of  her  own  to* 
make  the  loan.  She  therefore  borrowed  $1,000  from  her 
mother,  and  took  the  note  and  trust  deed  in  her  mother's 
name,  for  the  purpose  of  saving  the  expenses  attending  a 
sale  of  the  property,  should  it  become  necessary  to  foreclose 
for  default  of  payment  of  the  debt  or  interest  thereby  created 
It  appears,  however,  that  Mi^s.  Mellen  had  repaid  her  mother* 
and  is  now  the  holder  and  the  real  beneiiciary  in  the  trust 
deed.  It  is  evident  that  the  agreement  between  the  two 
ladies  under  which  the  property  was  sold  cannot  affect  th# 
rights  or  interests  of  Mrs.  Wallach,  who  was  no  party  to  itc 
and  under  the  principles  of  law  already  announced,  she  woul# 
be  entitled  to  a  moiety  of  the  balance  of  the  purchase  monej^ 
after  the  extinguishment  of  the  indebtedness  and  the  satia 
faction  of  the  other  liens  upon  the  property.  This  moiety  f 
apparently  about  $4,400,  or  a  little  upwards.  No  arrange 
ment  made  subsequently  to  the  sale  can  aftect  this  interes- 
or  deprive  her  of  the  benefit  to  which  she  was  entitled,  sW 
never  having  entered  into  any  arrangement  different  fro^ 
the  terms  advertised,  and  under  which  the  property  w« 
apparently  sold.  The  contract,  of  course,  was  binding 
between  Mrs.  Burche  and  Mrs.  Mellen.  It  is  quite  true  thir 
a  creditor  may  extend  such  terms  and  such  indulgences 
he  can  agree  upon  with  his  debtor ;  but  it  cannot  be 
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^at  sDch  a  contract  can  affect  a  person  standing  in  the  rela- 
on  to  this  property  that  Mrs.  Wallach  does,  without  her 
msent. 

We,  therefore,  come  to  the  conclusion  that  Mrs.  Wallach 
as  entitled  to  her  portion  of  the  surplus  and  to  have  it 
cured  as  a  first  lien  upon  the  property,  as  the  payments  of 
ch  surplus  were  deferred,  and  she  was  entitled  to  her  moiety 
cording  to  the  terms  of  the  advertisement  which  stated 
?tinctly  that  such  balance  was  to  be  at  one  and  two  years, 
r  which  the  purchaser  was  to  give  his  notes,  bearing  interest 
the  rate  of  eight  per  cent,  per  annum  and  secured  by  deed 
trust  on  the  property  sold. 

Subsequently  to   all  this,  the   litigation    between   these 

irties  became  somewhat  complicated.     Mrs.  Burche  filed  a 

ill  iu  equity  against  Mrs.  Wallach  for  an  account  of  the 

jnts  and  profits  of  this  property  after  the  death  of  her 

lother,  for  the  reason  that  she  had  occupied  the  premises 

nd  was  bound  to  account  for  the  rents  and  taxes.     In  this 

)ill  she  states  her  agreement  with  Mrs.  Mellen,  as  I  have 

already  set  it  forth.     She  does  not  pretend  that  Mrs.  Wallach 

was  a  party  to  that  agreement,  but  admits  that  her  apparent 

share  in  the  balance  is  over  $4,400;  and  the  only  relief  she 

asks  in  the  bill  is  the  account  of  the  rents  and  profits  as 

already  stated.     Mrs.  Wallach  filed  a  cross  bill,  and  also  an 

original  bill,  the  object  of  the  latter  being  to  set  aside  the 

sale  for  various  alleged  irregularities.    The  relief  was  denied, 

aod  the  sale  was  confirmed.     She,  therefore,  stands  upon 

that  sale  and  her  rights  under  it. 

During  this  litigation  the  property  was  sold  under  an 
order  of  the  court.  There  does  not  appear  to  have  been  any 
supplementary  pleadings  or  formal  application  leading  to 
^Ws  sale.  It  was,  however,  by  the  mutual  consent  of  all  the 
parties  that  it  took  place,  and  in  the  interest  of  the  property 
itself,  which,  during  litigation,  was  exposed  to  dilapidation 
^od  decay.  The  parties,  therefore,  concurred  in  the  advis- 
ability of  selling  the  property  and  bringing  the  proceeds 
^oto  court,  to  be  distributed  to  the  parties  entitled  to  them, 
18 
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without  prejudice  to  any  of  the  pre-existing  rights  and 
equities. 

From  these  considerations  it  follows  that  the  decree  below 
must  be  reversed,  and  a  final  decree  entered  in  the  cause,, 
giving  priority  in  the  distribution  to  Mrs.  Wallach,  the  basis 
of  such  a  decree  to  be  the  decree  of  the  court  below  of  Janu- 
ary 3, 1880,  and  schedules  A,  B,  C,  of  the  auditor's  report 
of  October  29, 1879.  From  those  documents  I  think  the- 
counsel,  without  any  further  reference  to  the  auditor,  caa 
intelligently  state  the  amount  to  be  awarded  in  this  final 
decree. 


♦•♦■ 


John  P.  Connell  vs.  Gilbert  Vanderwbrken. 

At  Law,  No.  7372. 

5  Decided  Nov.  1, 1881. 

I  The  Chief  Justice  and  JaBtices  Haoneb  and  Jambs  Bitting. 

1.  A  receipt  acknowledging  the  payment  of  money  may  be  explainer  ^ 
or  contradicted  by  parol  evidence. 

2.  The  defendant  relied  upon  the  following  receipt:  "Received  of  Gilbert 
Yanderwerken,  $164.60,  to  balance  in  full  for  all  account  for  hauling 
stone  for  use  on  the  work  of  construction  on  the  Baltimore  &  Potoma*.^ 
Kailroad,  for  him  and  for  the  firm  of  Vanderwerken  &  Co.;  and  I  d*^ 
hereby  release  him  and  them  from  all  obligations  on  account  of  tb^ 
contract  for  such  hauling.  J.  P.  Connell.  26th  July,  1872."  Plainti'  M 
offered  to  show  by  parol  evidence  that  the  receipt  was  not  designe-^ 
as  an  acquittance  of  the  claim  sued  on,  but  that  the  same  was  expresslf 
excepted  by  the  parties  at  the  time  from  its  operation. 

Held^  admissible. 

The  Case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

HiNE  &  Thomas  for  plaintiffs. 

Bainbridgb  Webb  and  A.  L.  Merriman  for  defendant. 

When   the  receipt   embraces  something  more   than   ^si 
acknowledgment  of  a  certain  sam  being  paid  and  when  t 
amount  paid  is  not  a  matter  of  dispute^  the  papers  mast 
construed  as  other  contracts,  and  the  terms  thereof  canim 
be  varied  by  parol  proof.     Curtis  vs.  Wakefield,  15  Pick., 
Wakefield  vs.  Stedman,  lb.,  562;  Barsby  vs.  Hamilton,  lb., 

Mr.  Justice  BLaoner  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  Buit  was  brought  in  August^  1878,  to  recover  $3 
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for  hauling  for  the  defendant  750  perches  of  bluestone  at 
50  cents  per  perch.  A  verdict  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  was 
rendered  by  a  jury  in  July,  1876.  A  new  trial  was  after- 
wards granted,  and  the  case  was  then  referred  to  a  special 
referee,  who  examined  a  number  of  witnesses  on  both  sides 
and  reported  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff*.  On  motion,  judgment 
was  rendered  on  this  finding,  and  the  case  comes  here  upon 
exceptions  to  the  report  of  the  referee. 

The  defendant,  in  support  of  his  plea,  "  not  indebted,'* 
relies  upon  a  receipt,  executed  since  the  performance  of  the 
work,  in  the  following  words: 

**  Received  of  Gilbert  Vanderwerken,  $164.60,  to  balance 
in  full  for  all  account  for  hauling  stone  for  use  on  the  work 
of  construction  on  the  Baltimore  and  Potomac  Railroad, 
for  him  and  for  the  firm  of  Vanderwerken  &  Co.,  and  I  do 
hereby  release  him  and  them  from  all  obligation  on  account 
of  the  contract  for  such  hauling. 

''  26th  July,  1872.  J.  P.  Connell." 

Although  the  receipt  is  not  a  technical  release  under  seal^ 
Its  effect  must  be  to  defeat  the  claim  of  the  plaintiff,  unless 
Jts  conclusiveness  is  interfered  with  by  extraneous  proof. 
y^^  plaintiff  introduced  evidence  to  show  that,  notwithstand- 
^^S  the  fullness  of  its  language,  it  was  not  designed  as  an 
^^Qittance  of  the  claim  sued  on,  but  that  the  same  was 
expressly  excepted  by  the  parties  at  the  time  from  the  opera- 
tion of  the  receipt. 

It    appears  that  Vanderwerken    &    Co.,  in  July,  1870, 
^S^^ed  with  McLaughlin,  Reynolds  &  Co.,  contractors,  to 
wniaii  the  stone  required  for  the  tunnel,  bridges,  &c.,  on 
^^^  line  of  the  Baltimore  &  Potomac  Railroad,  within  the 
^ity    of  'W^ashington ;  and,  in  the  same  month,  John  P. 
^^nell  &  Bro.  contracted  in  writing  with  Vanderwerken  & 
^«  to  haul  for  a  designated  price  the  stone  which  Vander- 
werken k  Co.  had  thus  agreed  to  furnish  to  the  contractors 
for  the  railroad. 
Sy  the  first-named  contract  Vanderwerken  &  Co.  were  to 

^  paid  for  each  stone  only  as  it  should  be  built  into  the 
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work  and  measured  by  the  engineers;  and  Connell  &  Bro. 
were  apprised  of  this  agreement,  and  were  to  be  paid  for 
hauling  such  stone  only  as  Vanderwerken  &  Co.  were  to 
receive  pay  for.  Vanderwerken  &  Co.  failed  to  comply  with 
their  contract,  and  the  defendant,  who  was  their  bondsman, 
took  their  place  in  the  contract.  The  firm  of  Connell  & 
Bro.  was  also  dissolved;  and  the  plaintift*  alone,  as  he  insists, 
made  a  new  contract  with  the  defendant  by  which  he  was  to 
receive  pay  at  fifty  cents  a  perch  for  all  stone  that  might  be 
hauled  to  the  tunnel,  whether  the  same  \vas  used  by  the 
engineers  or  not. 

The  plaintiff  further  testified  before  the  referee  that  when 
he  came  to  a  settlement  with  the  defendant,  on  the  26th  of 
July,  1872,  and  after  he  had  finished  all  the  hauling,  the 
defendant's  agent  prepared  the  receipt  of  that  date,  and  pre- 
sented it  to  him  for  his  signature;  that  on  examination  he 
found,  that  although  the  defendant  proposed  to  pay  him  the 
balance  only  that  was  due  him  for  hauling  the  stone  which 
had  been  actually  used  on  the  railroad,  yet  the  receipt  in 
terms  was  an  acquittance  for  all  hauling  done,  including  the 
stone  which  had  not  been  used  by  the  engineers  but  remained 
on  the  ground  near  the  line  of  the  work;  that  he  thereupon 
refused  to  sign  the  receipt  and  reminded  the  agent  of  the 
defendant  that  by  his  contract  with  the  defendant  he  was 
to  receive  pay  for  all  the  stone  he  hauled,  whether  it  was 
used  or  not;  that  the  defendant's  agent  thereupon  proposed 
to  the  plaintiff  that  if  he  would  sell  for  the  defendant  all 
the  unused  stone  along  the  line  of  the  work,  including  the 
spalls  or  chippings  from  the  stone,  he  might  pay  himself 
from  the  proceeds  for  hauling  the  unused  stone  at  the  rate 
of  seventy-five  cents  a  perch,  and,  after  deducting  his  pay  at 
that  rate,  pay  over  the  balance  to  the  defendant;  that  the 
plaintiff  agreed  to  this  proposition,  and  signed  the  receipt 
upon  the  understanding  that  he  was  in  this  way  to  be  paid 
for  hauling  the  unused  stone,  which  he  testified  amounted 
to  750  perches.  He  further  testified  that  when  he  attempted 
to  make  sale  of  the  unused  stone  and  spalls  under  this  agree- 
ment, ^he  found  that   the  same  had  already  been  sold  to 
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another  person,  and  that  he  would  be  unable  to  realize  his 
claim  from  that  source. 

The  first  question  is,  whether  this  testimony  was  proper  to 
be  considered  by  the  referee  to  explain  or  defeat  the  force 
of  the  receipt. 

The  principle  invoked  by  the  plaintiff  in  support  of  its 
admissibility  is  well  established. 

*^  It  is  a  familiar  principle  that  receipts  acknowledging  the 
payment  of  money  may  be  explained  or  contradicted.  This 
constitutes  an  exception  to  the  general  rule  giving  a  conclu- 
sive effect  to  written  evidence;  and  it  has  been  properly  said 
that  the  exception  was  introduced  for  the  general  security 
and  convenience  to  protect  mankind  from  fraud."  1  Green- 
leaf  on  Evidence,  sec.  805. 

Thus  it  has  been  held  admissible  to  show  that  the  receipt 

^as    produced  by  false  representation;   as  in  the  case  of 

Michaels  vs.  Post,  21  Wallace,  898,  where  a  creditor  was 

mdaced  to  execute  an  acquittance  in  full  of  his  claim  by  false 

representations  of  another  creditor,  who  thereby  obtained 

an  Unjust  preference.     Or  to  show  that  a  receipt  absolutely 

^naitting  the  payment  of  a  sum  of  money  was  executed 

^pou  an  ao^reement  that  somethinoc  should  be  received  in 

Ilea  of  the  money  consideration  expressed  in  the  receipt;  as 

^^  Shepherd  vs.  Bevin,  9  Gill,  86,  where  the  distributee  of 

a^  eatate  executed  an  acquittance  in  full  of  his  share  in  the 

P^^'sonal  estate  of  his  father,  he  was  permitted  to  show  that 

^^  ttxoney  passed,  but  that  it  was  agreed  that  a  credit  should 

,      given  to  him  contemporaneously  upon  the  purchase  of  an 

interest  in  land.     So  in  Cramer  vs.  Shriner,  18  Md.,  144, 

^here  it  was  held  that  it  was  competent  for  the  plaintiff'  to 

pi'o^^  by  parol  that  a  written  receipt,  which  in  terms  was 

tor  *<aii  store,  saddler's  bill  to  date,  and  all  wheat  delivered 

^^  Liuganore  and  Ceresville  Mills  to  date  "  was  a  settlement 

^^  ^11  accounts,  between  the  parties,  except  as  to  a  quantity  of 

9^^in,  which  it  was  agreed  at  the  time  was  not  to  be  com- 

preliended  by  the  terms  of  the  receipt. 

Upon  the  principle  of  these  cases,  we  are  of  opinion  that 
tlie  evidence  offered  was  admissible  to  explain  the  receipt. 
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Its  object  was  to  show  that  when  the  plaintiff  acknowledged 
full  satisfaction  of  all  claims  against  the  defendant,  he  only 
designed  to  admit  that  this  satisfaction  consisted  as  well  of 
the  payment  of  the  $164.00  as  of  the  agreement  to  transfer 
to  him  the  control  of  the  stone  which  he  was  authorized  to 
sell,  and  oat  of  which  he  was  to  pay  himself  the  balance  due 
him. 

The  only  question  remaining,  then,  is  as  to  the  effect  of 
the  evidence  thus  offered.  In  our  opinion  it  sustains  the 
contention  of  the  plaintiff*.  Apart  from  the  plaintiff' *8  own 
positive  oath  to  this  effect,  we  have  the  fact  that  a  quantity 
of  stone  was  hauled  by  him  for  the  defendant  for  which  he 
has  never  been  paid;  and,  when  this  account  was  presented 
to  the  defendant,  and  also  to  his  son,  who  was  his  general 
agent,  neither  of  them  denied  the  performance  of  the  work, 
nor  gave  any  other  satisfactory  reason  for  not  making  the 
payment.  The  quantity  of  hauling  thus  remaining  undis- 
charged is  positively  vouched  for  by  the  plaintiff,  and  he  is 
effectively  supported  in  his  estimate  of  the  balance  due  by 
two  witnesses,  and  by  the  circumstance  that  neither  the 
defendant  nor  his  agent  questioned  the  correctness  of  the 
charge  in  that  respect. 

A  careful  examination  of  the  testimony  has  failed  to  show 
us  any  reason  why  the  judgment  should  be  disturbed,  and 
we  are  of  the  opinion  that  it  should  be  affirmed. 
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John  W.  Ebbinqhaus,  Trustee, 

vs. 
John  George  Killian  et  al. 

Inequity.    No.  6,688. 

5  Decided  Nov.  91, 1881. 

i  Tbe  Chibp  Justice  and  Associate  JoBtloes  Wtlib  and  Haonbb  sitting. 

^  A  bill  in  the  nature  of  a  bill  of  interpleader  is  not  within  the  rule  ap- 
plicable to  bills  of  interpleader  strictly  so  called,  viz.,  that  they  can 
only  be  maintained  where  the  plaintiff  claims  no  interest  In  the  subject 
iQAtter,  for  in  many  cases  the  former  will  lie  by  a  party  in  interest  to 
A^rtaio  and  establish  his  own  rights  where  there  are  other  compli- 
eating  rights  between  third  parties. 
^.  Courts  of  chancery  have  supervision  and  control  of  all  unincorpora- 
^^  societies  or  associations.    With  respect  to  them  they  have  the 
Poverof  prevention  of  acts  contrary  to  law  and  prejudicial  to  the  in- 
^rests  of  the  community,  or  to  the  rights  of  individuals,  and  can  afford 
specific  relief  where  a  recovery  in  damages  would  be  an  inadequate 
i^medy  for  the  wrong. 
^  ^»  where  by  reason  of  the  numbers  of  the  parties  and  the  character 
^'f  their  rights,  damages  are  unsuitable  as  a  means  of  redress,  equity 
Will  apply  the  required  remedy. 

^^  a  controversy  over  a  trust  claimed  to  have  been  created  for 
^^^oos  purposes,  chancery,  which  exercised  Jurisdiction  in  such 
^ea  on  the  ground  of  trust,  must  give  effect  to  its  provisions,  if  they 
^  ^^|2;al,  and  to  that  end  must  ascertain  and  determine  its  scope  and 
^*^Ject.  In  that  investigation  the  court  is  authorized  to  resort  to  the 
^^iy  history  of  the  church  as  contained  in  standard  and  authentic 
Works  on  the  subject  prior  in  date  to  the  existence  of  the  particular 
^itroversy. 

'    ^tore  a  title  to  land  by  possession  alone  can  be  successfully  main- 
Joined,  the  possession  must  be  shown  to  cover  the  full  period  of 
(weaty-one  years,  and  that  during  all  this  time  it  has  been  actual, 
obverse,  visible,  notorious,  exclusive  and  unbroken  with  claim  of  title 
^almtall  the  world. 

^ /^^e  statute  of  limitations  has  no  application  to  express  subsisting 
^fusts.  In  such  cases  the  tnistee,  while  he  holds  possession,  holds  in 
*>[8half  of  the  real  cestui  qvd trusts^  whoever  they  maybe.  He  cannot, 
^erefore,  invoke  adverse  possession  in  favor  of  persons  claiming  as 
heaeficiarieslf,  under  the  trust  originally  impressed  upon  the  property, 
7   J^y  ^^  iiot  ^^  '*ct  the  true  beneficiaries. 

*-  Where  the  possession  of  a  party  is  under  and  in  privity  with  the  estate 
of  the  person  under  whom  such  party  claims,  there  can  be  no  adverse 
«  ^^^•^ssion  against  that  person. 

^'  Where  a  trust  has  been  created  for  the  benefit  of  a  particular  class  of 
Persons,  as  for  example,  '*for  the  Calvinist  Society,"  and  there  is 
nothing  in  the  deed  expressly  declaring  the  particular  nationality  or 
location  of  the  society  to  whom  the  advantages  of  the  trust  are  to 
tK  ^^'^  the  court  will  be  governed  by  the  circumstances  surrounding 
|he  trust  at  its  inception,  and  if  there  is  sufficiently  evinced  an  intention 
j^y  the  grantor  to  confine  it  to  particular  persons  of  a  particular 
locality,  the  court  will  give  effect  to  that  intention  and  restrict  the 
trust  to  those  persons  and  to  that  locality  most  probably  intended 
^'^  oe  benefitted. 
^^  1770  a  trust  for  the  benefit  of  an  unincorporated  religious  body 
^^  created  in  lands  situated  in  what  now  constitutes  the  District  of 
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Columbia.  Subsequently,  under  the  act  of  Maryland  of  1791,  ch.  45^ 
making:  provision  for  the  allotment  and  assignment  of  certain  lots  of 
ground  to  certain  parties,  ^*  to  hold  the  same  in  their  former  estate,'^ 
two  lots  were  conveyed  to  the  trustee  in  lieu  of  the  original  trust 
property  held  by  him. 
Held^  That  the  conveyance  made  under  the  authority  of  this  act  was  to  be 
taken  as  a  full  legislative  assent  to  the  validity  of  the  title  of  the  trustee. 

10.  The  statutes  of  mortmain  (in  force  in  Maryland,  1770,)  applied  only 
to  corporations.  Trusts  made  by  feofifment  grant  or  devise  to  unin- 
corporated bodies  for  .charitable  uses  and  purposes,  not  deemed 
superstitious,  were  not  invalid,  and  a  trust  for  a  religious  purpose  has 
long  been  declared  a  charitable  purpose  in  this  respect. 

11,  After  a  lapse  of  nearly  a  hundred  years,  during  which  time  the 
validity  of  a  trust  had  never  been  questioned,  and  all  parties  ever 
claiming  the  property  had  claimed  under  the  trustee's  title,  the  court 
will,  under  proper  circumstances  of  possession,  presume  the  existence 
of  grants  and  the  enactment  of  statutes  necessary  to  confh*m  the 
trustee's  title. 

The  Casb  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

F.  P.  CUPPY  for  the  First  Reformed  Church. 

H.  W.  Garnett  for  Concordia  Church. 

Mr.  Justice  Hagner  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  bill  in  this  case,  filed  by  John  W.  Ebbinghaus,  charges- 
that  he  is  trustee  in  equity  under  the  appointment  of  th^- 
Supreme  Court  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  and,  as  such,  ie^- 
seized  of  lot  No.  9  in  square  80,  in  the  city  of  Washington^ 
and  holds  the  same  as  successor  to  a  certain  D.  Reintzel^ 
deceased,  for  the  "  German  Calvanist  Society,"  in  accordance 
with  the  intent  of  a  certain  Jacob  Funk,  the  original  owner* 
of  the  property,  in  trust  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  the  legal 
successors  and  beneficiaries  of  the  said  '^  Calvinist  Society,'* 
whoever  they  may  be;  that  he  is  ready  to  pay  the  rents^ 
issues  and  profits  thereof  when  received  by  him  into  court, 
to  be  disposed  of  as  it  shall  direct,  and  to  perform  all  the 
duties  of  his  office  according  to  law;  and  that  he  institutes 
this  suit  with  the  view  and  purpose  of  procuring  the  settle- 
ment and  determination,  by  the  court,  as  to  who  are  the 
legal  beneficiaries  under  said  trust.    He  further  charges  that 
certain  John  G.  Killian  and  others,  asserting  themselves  to 
be  the  trustees  of  the  German  Evangelical  Concordia  Church, 
at  the  corner  of  20th  and  G  streets,  N.  W.,  in  Washington 
city,  claim  to  be  the  legal  beneficiaries  of  the  said  trust  for- 
religious  purposes,  and,  as  such,  entitled  to  the  rents,  issued 
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and  profits  of  the  said  lot  No.  9;  that  said  trustees  havef 
from  time  to  time,  received  large  sums  of  money  arising 
from  such  rents,  issues  and  profits,  without  the  consent  of 
the  said  Reintzel,  or  of  the  complainant  as  his  successor,  as 
trustee;  and  he  charges  they  ought  to  account  to  the  com- 
plainant, as  trustee,  for  these  rents,  issues  and  profits,  and  in 
the  meantime  pay  them  into  court  to  abide  the  determina- 
tion of  the  suit. 

He  further  charges  that  a  certain  August  Seivers,  and 
others,  claiming  to  be  trustees  of  the  First  Reformed  Church 
of  the  city  of  Washington,  D.  C,  also  claim  to  be  the  legal 
successors  of  the  "  Calvinist  Society,"  and,  as  such,  to  be  the 
le^l  beneficiaries  of  the  said  trust,  and  entitled  to  receive 
the  rents,  issues  and  profits,  and  the  estate  therein;  and  that 
the  said  Seivers  and  his  co-trustees  are  expected  to  sue  the 
complainant  for  the  recovery  of  their  supposed  rights.  He 
prays  that  an  account  may  be  taken  of  the  rents  so  received 
byEllian  and  his  co-trustees  in  behalf  of  the  "German 
Evangelical  Concordia  Church;"  that  said  trustees  may  be 
decreed  to  pay  into  the  court  whatever  may  be  found  due 
on  account  of  said  rents;  that  they  and  the  said  Seivers  and 
his  co-trustees,  and  all  other  persons,  may  be  enjoined  from 
brining  suit  against  the  complainant  in  respect  of  the  said 
property,  or  interfering  further  with  the  same,  until  the 
decision  of  the  court  shall  be  known  in  the  premises;  and 
that  the  respective  claimants  so  asserting  themselves  to  be 
the  beneficiaries  of  the  trust  may  be  required  to  interplead 
together  in  this  suit;  that  all  necessary  accounts  may  be 
^ken,  and  for  further  relief.  Killian  and  his  associates,  as 
the  trustees  of  the  "  German  Evangelical  Concordia  Church," 
ID  their  answer,  deny  the  title  of  the  complainant  as  trustee, 
^d  claim  the  property  in  behalf  of  the  church  of  which  they 
ftre  trustees.  They  deny  their  accountability  for  the  rents 
^d  profits,  except  to  the  said  Concordia  Church,  and  insist 
that  the  right  and  title  of  the  property  is  in  them;  and  aver 
that  possession  of  the  same  has  been  in  the  church  of  which 
tbey  are  trustees  for  over  thirty  years. 

Seivers  and  others,  as  trustees  of  the  First   Reformed 
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'Church  of  the  city  of  Washington,  answer  the  bill,  admitting^-^^  ^g 
in  general  its  allegations;  insisting  that  their  church  is  the-^^^^-^^ 
legitimate  successor  of  the  Calvinist  Society,  and  claiming^^  ^^g 
that  they  are  the  rightful  beneficiaries  under  the  trust  setf^^^^^^ 
forth  in  the  bill. 

A  large  amount  of  testimony  was  taken  on  behalf  of  th^^cj^be 
respective  claimants,  and  the  case  has  been  argued  withf"ct^^^^ 
ability  and  care. 

It  appears  from  the  proof  that  about  the  year  1882  a  larg^^^y^^^ 
number  of  Germans  found  themselves  domiciled  in  the  cit^ij^^^-jj. 
of  Washington,  which  then  contained  no  church  where  tlij,;^  ^i 
services  were  performed  in  their  own  tongue.    The  bond  o     ^j 
nationality  proved  stronger  than  devotion  to  religious  form*:^::^^ 
and  they  all,  from  time   to  time,  assembled  in  comrao,^::^^  ' 
worship  conducted  in  the  German  language  by  some  of  th^^k^  ^^* 
members;  and  the  testimony  discloses  the  rather  reraarkafc^y^ 
fact  that  this  company  of  foreigners,  composed  of  Jews,  Rom  .^q 
Catholics,  Lutherans  and  Calvinists,  for  a  considerable  tinv^ 
continued  in  harmony  to  attend  the  same  religious  exercisay.^ — 

About  the  close  of  the  year,  at  one  of  these  religious      -^ 
meetings,  it  was  mentioned  by  some  one  present,  that  he  ^ 

understood  there  were  two  lots  of  ground  in  the  western  ^ 

part  of  the  city,  which  had  been  set  apart  by  a  certain  Jacob  ^- 

Funk  for  the  benefit  of  German  religionists.    It  was  there-  ^^ 

upon  decided  that  inquiry  should  be  made  to  ascertain  the  ^ 

facts.    The  result  of  the  investigation  disclosed  that  on  the  ^4 

assessment'  books  of  the  city  there  stood  in  the  name  of  "  D.  -^ 

Reintzel,  for  Lutheran  Congregation,"  a  lot  at  the  corner  of  ^ 

Twentieth  and  G  streets,  and  in  the  name  of  ^'  Reintzel,  for  ^ 

Calvinist  Society,"  a  lot  at  the  corner  of  Twenty-second  and 
G  streets.  ^ 

It  appears  from  the  records  of  the  District,  in  proof  and  >^ 

from  recitals  in  the  statutes  of  Maryland  and  of  the  United 
States,  that,  as  far  back  as  1770,  a  certain  Jacob  Funk 
became  the  proprietor  of  a  parcel  of  land  in  Prince  Qeorge*B 
county,  Maryland,  reaching  in  a  northeasterly  direction 
from  the  neighborhood  of  what  is  now  known  as  Easby's 
wharf  on  the  Potomac  river,  in  Washington  city,  towards 
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Peuusylvania  avenue;  that  in  that  year  he  caused  a  plat  of 
a  town  to  be  made,  which  was  entitled  "the  plan  of  Ham- 
burg," upon  which  he  divided  his  property  into  streets, 
squares  and  lots;  and  that  he  executed  conveyances  of  many 
of  these  lots,  which  were  recorded  in  the  office  of  the  county 
court  of  Prince  George's  county. 

In  1791  the  legislature  of  Maryland  passed  a  law,  chapter 
45,  reciting  that  the  President,  by  virtue  of  several  acts  of 
Congress  and  of  the  assemblies  of  Virginia  and  Maryland, 
by  his  proclamation  in  March,  1790,  had  declared  that  the 
ten  miles  square  for  the  permanent  seat  of  Government  for 
the  United  States  should  be  included  within  designated 
lines  npon  both  sides  of  the  Potomac;  that  Notley  Young, 
and  Daniel  Carroll,  of  Duddington,  and  many  others,  pro- 
prietors of  a  greater  part  of  the  land  so  laid  out  in  the  city, 
had  conveyed  their  lands  to  trustees,  agreeing  to  give  up 
part  to  the  United  States,  and  subjecting  another  part  to  be 
sold  to  raise  money  as  a  donation  to  be  employed  in  establish- 
ing the  seat  of  Government;  and  that  many  of  the  pro- 
prietors of  lots  in  Hamburg  had  agreed  to  subject  their  lots 
to  be  laid  out  anew,  giving  up  one-half  to  be  sold  and  they 
to  be  reinstated  in  one-half  of  the  quantity  in  a  new  location, 
ic.,in  the  city,  but  that  some  of  the  proprietors  of  Hamburg, 
from  imbecility  or  other  causes,  had  failed  to  come  into  such 
agreement,  and  it  appearing  to  the  general  assembly  just  and 
expedient  that  all  the  lands  within  the  city  should  contribute 
io  due  proportion  in  the  means  which  had  already  greatly 
enhanced  the  value  of  the  whole,  and  that  an  incontrovertible 
title  should  be  made  to  the  purchasers  under  public  sanction 
It  Was  enacted  that  in  all  cases  where  persons  holding  lots  in 
.  Hamburg  had  failed  to  make  such  conveyance  to  the  trustees 
public  notice  should  be  given  and  an  allotment  thereafter 
^de,  assigning  to  each  holder  of  lots  in  Hamburg  a  lot  on 
tte  plat  of  the  city  equal  to  one-half  in  quantity  of  their 
original  holding;  and  that  all  persons  to  whom  allotments 
wd  assignments  of  lands  should  be  made  by  the  commis- 
sioners according  to  this  law  should  "  hold  the  same  in  their 
fonuer  estate,"  in  lieu  of  their  former  possessions. 
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It  18  further  shown  that  a  report  was  made  by  the  com- 
missioners appointed  under  this  law,  specifying  the  parcels 
of  land  which  had  been  allotted  by  them  to  the  former 
owners  of  lots  in  Hamburg,  in  lieu  of  their  original  lots;  and 
that  in  accordance  with  the  statute  the  commissioners  con- 
veyed said  substituted  lots  to  such  persons;  and  that  among 
the  lots  received  under  such  circumstances  was  lot  No.  9,  in 
square  80,  the  vacant  lot  in  controversy,  which  was  con- 
veyed to  "D.  Reintzel  for  Calvinist  Society,"  by  a  deed  of 
conveyance  of  the  28th  of  June,  1793,  in  lieu  of  lot  No.  75 
standing  in  the  same  name  on  Funk's  plat;  and  on  the  same 
day  lot  No.  5  in  square  121  was  conveyed  to  "  D.  Reintzel 
for  Lutheran  Congregation  "  iu  lieu  of  lot  No.  188  on  Punk's 
plat. 

It  does  not  appear,  and  it  is  not  probable,  that  the  inquiry 
as  to  the  lots  which  was  set  on  foot  by  the  Gtermans,  resulted 
in  the  ascertainment  of  any  of  the  foregoing  particulars  as 
to  the  title,  or  disclosed  anything  further  than  the  entries 
in  the  assessment  books.  But  shortly  afterwards  they  took 
possession  of  the  lot  at  the  corner  of  20th  and  G  streets,  and 
by  the  joint  efforts  of  all  the  Protestant  Germans,  a  church 
was  erected  for  their  common  use;  the  Jews  and  Roman 
Catholics  having  previously  withdrawn  and  allied  themselves 
with  congregations  of  their  own  faith. 

The  purpose  of  those  aiding  in  the  erection  of  the  church 
seems  rather  to  have  been  the  establishment  of  a  place 
where  they  might  listen  to  Protestant  religious  teaching  in 
their  own  language,  than  the  inculcation  of  any  of  the  pecu- 
liar tenets  of  the  different  Protestant  churches.  The  evidence 
shows  that  Lutherans  and  Calvinists  contributed  alike  towards 
the  building  ;  and  that  after  its  completion  the  Holy  Com- 
munion, from  time  to  time,  was  administered  within  its 
walls,  alternately,  according  to  the  respective  usages  of  those 
denominations.  The  inscription  over  the  principal  door  of 
the  edifice,  "Concordia  Church,"  seems  to  have  been  con- 
ceived in  sympathy  with  this  sentiment  and  purpose. 

For  many  years  thereafter  the  lot  at  the  corner  of  Twenty- 
second  and  G  streets,  the  subject  of  the  present  controversy  ^ 
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remained  unoccupied.  No  taxes  were  assessed  against  it  by 
the  municipality,  showing  that  it  was  recognized  as  church 
property.  Finally  it  was  taken  possession  of  by  the  persons 
claiming  to  act  as  trustees  of  the  Concordia  Church,  and  it 
has  since  been  leased  and  rented  to  different  individuals,  by 
the  trustees  of  that  church,  who  received  the  rents,  as  they 
accraed,  and  who  are  still  in  its  possession. 

After  the  joint  occupancy  at  the  church  building  had  con- 
tinued for  a  considerable  time,  an  attempt  was  made  by  the 
pastor  then  in  charge  to  introduce  and  inculcate  thedistinc- 
tive forms  and  doctrines  of  the  Lutheran  Communion;  and 
this  led  to  the  withdrawal  of  a  considerable  number  of  the 
Calvinists,  and  the  establishment  bv  them  of  the  First 
Reformed  Church. 

Many  of  the  pronounced  Lutherans  had  also  withdrawn 
and  joined  themselves  to  the  Lutheran  churches  which  had 
been  erected  in  the  city.  But  there  still  remained,  as  attend- 
antsof  the  Concordia  Church,  some  of  its  original  promoters, 
who  formed  the  nucleus  of  the  present  congregation,  which 
chums  the  vacant  lot  as  belonging  justly  to  the  Concordia 
Church  to  the  exclusion  of  all  others. 

Ist.  The  trustees  of  the  Concordia  Church  first  object  to 
the  form  of  the  present  proceeding.  They  rely  upon  the 
principle  of  equity  pleading,  that  it  is  essential  to  the  main- 
^nance  of  a  bill  of  interpleader  that  the  plaintiff  should 
occupy  a  position  of  entire  impartiality  between  the  different 
claimants,  and  be  in  no  way  interested  in  the  result  of  the 
litigation,  since  otherwise  he  might,  indirectly,  influence  the 
decision;  and  they  insist  that  the  complainant  in  this  case 
18  disqualified  to  maintain  this  suit  since  he  is  shown  by  the 
proof  to  be  the  minister  of  the  First  Reformed  Church,  one 
of  the  defendants. 

But,  in  our  opinion,  this  fact  does  not  necessarily  commit 
^%  in  his  capacity  as  trustee,  to  the  interests  of  the 
B«fonned  Church. 

The  object  of  the  proceeding  is  to  determine,  and  thereby 
^  instract  him,  in  whose  behalf  he  shall  continue  to  hold  the 
property;  and,  as  trustee,  he  is  equally  interested  and  bound 
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■ 

to  uphold  the  rights  of  the  one  set  of  claimants,  or  - 
other,  according  as  the  question  may  be  decided  by  the  co^ 

The  complainant  expressly  disclaims  all  interest  in 
result^  and  annexes  to  the  bill  the  usual  formal  affida 
required  by  chancery  practice  in  such  cases — that  he  d 
not  collude  with  either  claimant  to  the  trust  property,  I 
brings  the  suit  for  the  sole  purpose  of  procuring  from  t 
court  a  determination  of  the  question  as  to  which  of  ti 
rival  trustees  are  the  legal  beneficiaries  of  the  trust. 

Under  his  appointment  as  trustee  by  the  court,  he  hole 
the  property  as  Reintzel  held  it.  If  Reintzel  would  now  b 
adjudged  to  stand  as  trustee  for  the  benefit  of  the  C!oncordi 
trustees,  so  must  the  claimant  ;  if  for  the  benefit  of  the  B^ 
formed  Church,  the  complainant  equally  must  be  held  to  I 
trustee  for  that  organization  ;  and  if  it  should  be  decide 
that  neither  of  these  distinctive  organizations  is  entitle 
but  that  the  property  belongs  to  some  other  as80ciati< 
more  properly  representing  the  "  Calvinist  Society,"  the 
as  trustee,  he  is  bound  to  maintain  the  rights  of  that  assocl 
tion  against  both  the  others,  or  be  removed  from  his  true 

The  general  principle  asserted  in  behalf  of  the  Concord 
Church  is  undoubted.     But  there  are  bills  not  strictly 
interpleader,  which  are  known  as  **  bills  in  the  nature 
bills  of  interpleader  ;"  and  we  regard  the  present  as  of  tl 
character. 

It  is  laid  down  in  works  of  authority,  that,  although  a  t 
of  interpleader  strictly  so  called  lies  only  where  the  pai 
applying  claims  no  interest  in  the  subject-matter,  yet  th< 
are  many  cases  where  a  bill  in  the  nature  of  a  bill  of  int 
pleader  will  lie  by  a  party  in  interest  to  ascertain  and  estj 
lish  his  own  rights,  where  there  are  other  complicating  rigl 
between  third  parties.  "  For  instance,  if  a  plaintifl:'  is  en 
tied  to  equitable  relief  against  the  owner  of  property,  a 
the  legal  title  thereto  is  in  dispute  between  two  or  m< 
persons,  so  that  he  cannot  ascertain  to  whom  it  belongs  ac 
ally,  he  may  file  a  bill  against  the  several  claimants  in  t 
nature  of  a  bill  of  interpleader  for  relief.  In  these  cases  1 
plaintiff  seeks  for  relief  for  himself,  whereas  in  an  interplei 


e: 
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ingbill  strictly  so  called,  the  plaintiff  only  asks  that  he  may 
be  at  liberty  to  pay  the  money  or  deliver  the  property  to  the 
party  to  whom  of  right  it  belongs."  Story's  Eq.  PL,  §279,6. 
To  the  same  effect  it  is  stated  in  Story's  Equity  Jurispru- 
dence, §817,  a  and  6,  that  an  agent  of  one  of  two  parties 
can  be  complainant  in  a  bill  in  the  natm^e  of  a  bill  of  inter- 
pleader where  the  other  party  claims  under  his  principal. 
And  80  it  has  been  held  that  a  public  agent  may  interplead 
independent  claimants. 
l|  We  consider  that  this  bill  is  maintainable  upon  ^ell- 
settled  principles  of  equity  jurisdiction. 

Courts  of  chancery  have  supervision  and  control  of  all  un- 
incorporated societies  or  associations.  With  respect  to 
them  they  have  the  power  of  prevention  of  acts  contrary  to 
law  and  prejudicial  to  the  interests  of  the  community  or  to 
the  rights  of  individuals,  and  can  afford  specific  relief  where 
a  recovery  in  damages  would  be  an  inadequate  remedy  for 
the  wrong.     62  Penn.  St.,  428  Kisor's  Appeal. 

Where,  by  reason  of  the  numbers  of  the  parties  and  the 
character  of  their  rights,  damages  are  unsuitable  as  a  mean& 
of  redress,  it  is  settled  that  equity  will  apply  the  required 
^medy.     As  in  30th   Maryland,  38,  Gilbert  vs.   Arnold^ 
^here  the   trustees  of  a  Methodist  church  applied  for  an 
'H/ unction  to  restrain  interference  with  the  property  by  rival 
^*^imants,  the  court  declared  that,  conceding  the  complain- 
ants had  a  full  and  adequate  remedy  at  law  for  the  acts  of 
^^trosion,  yet,  taking  into  consideration  the  number  of  the 
^tieficiaries  entitled  under  the  trusts,  the  vexatious  litiga- 
Y^On  and  recurring  multiplicity  of  suits  which  would  necessa- 
^1^  arise  if  the  settlement  of  these  questions  were  to  be 
,  ^tnitted  to  the  law,  it  was  proper  that  equity  should  assume 
''^lisdiction  and  grant  relief.    The  same  doctrine  is  an- 
^;5^unced  in  the  well-known  case  in  2d  Peters,  686,  Beatty  vs. 
tirtz. 

The  jurisdiction  of  chancery  is  exercised  in  this  class  of 

upon  the  ground  of  a  trust.    It  is  the  duty  of  these 

J^^bunals  to  give  effect  to  the  powers  of  the  trust  if  they  be 

^6al,  and  to  that  end  they  must  ascertain  and  determine  its 
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scope  and  object ;  in  that  investigation  they  are  authorizec 
to  resort  to  the  early  history  of  the  church,  as  contained  ii 
standard  and  authentic  works  on  the  subject,  prior  in  dat 
to  the  existence  of  the  particular  controversy. 

2d.  Believing,  then,  that  the  complainant  has  full  righi 
to  maintain  this  suit,  the  next  question  is,  for  which  c 
these  contesting  parties,  if  either,  should  this  property  hi 
held  by  the  trustee  ? 

We  have  seen  that  this  property  stood  on  the  assessmen 
book  in  the  name  of  "  D.  Reintzel  for  Calvinist  Society- 
The  Calvinist  Society  thus  described,  or  its  legal  successo: 
must  of  coui*se  be  the  properly  entitled  caimants,  if  the  true 
is  a  valid  one. 

Have  the  defendants,  Killian  and  his  co-trustees  of  th 
German  Evangelical  Concordia  Church  shown  themselvc 
entitled  as  the  beneficiaries  of  the  trust  ? 

It  appeal's  that  since  the  institution  of  this  suit,  thesi 
trustees  for  the  first  time  have  applied  to  become  incorpo- 
rated under  the  general  law  af  the  District  by  the  name  of 
"The  German  Lutheran  Evangelical  Concordia  Church," 
although  they  insisted,  when  the  proof  was  taken,  that  a 
considerable  proportion  of  their  members  held  the  Calvinist 
doctrines. 

It  seems  to  us  clear  that  the  Concordia  trustees  have 
failed  to  show  that  they  are  the  successors  in  doctrine  of  th( 
Calvinist  Society.  It  is  part  of  the  general  history  of  th< 
world  that  after  the  Protestant  Reformation  had  been  sel 
on  foot  by  Luther,  the  first  authoritative  declaration  of  thi 
principles  of  the  great  reformer  was  presented  to  Charles  V 
June  25,  1530,  at  the  city  of  Augsburg,  in  certain  articles  ol 
faith  embodied  in  what  is  known  as  the  Augsburg  Confes 
sion  ;  and  this  confession,  revised  by  Melancthon,  under  th< 
supervision  of  Luther,  has  ever  since,  it  is  believed,  consti 
tuted  the  accepted  creed  of  the  Luthern  Church.  Soon  thai 
came  to  pass  among  the  reformers,  which  characterizes  the 
progress  of  all  reformations.  Those  who  have  taken  the  ini- 
tiative in  such  great  enterprises  soon  find  themselves  left 
behind  by  the  more  enthusiastic  and  enterprising  of  theii 
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former  followers.  The  more  ardent  of  the  reformers  soon 
declared  that  the  reformation  was  incomplete  ;  that  it  was 
not  as  thorough  as  it  should  have  been,  and  they  especially 
censured  the  retention  by  the  Lutherans  of  the  practice  of 
auricular  confession,  and  their  supposed  doctrine  as  to  the 
presence  in  the  sacrament  under  the  name  of  consubstantia- 
tion.  These  reformers  of  the  Reformation,  under  the  lead 
of  Calvin,  formulated  their  amended  creed  in  what  is  known 
as  the  "  Ileidelburg  Catechism,"  which  disputed  the  doc- 
trine of  consubstantiation,  insisted  that  the  sacrament  in 
both  kinds  should  be  given  to  the  laity,  discarded  the  use  of 
the  Hostie  or  consecrated  wafer,  and  denounced  in  all  its 
forms  the  practice  of  auricular  confession  to  priests. 

Now  it  appears  distinctly  in  the  proof  that  the  books  of 
doctrine  in  use  in  the  Concordia  Church,  during  all  this  time, 
have  been  those  of  the  Augsburg  Confession;   and  that 
wherever  there  has  been  a  distinct  attempt  to  define  the 
doctrines  of  those  worshiping  there,  it  has  disclosed  an 
adherence  to  the  Lutheran,  rather  than  the  Calvinist,  tenets 
of  belief  and  practice.    The  predominance  of  this  distinc- 
tive tendency  is  further  evinced  by  the  circumstance  already 
alluded  to,  that  since  the  institution  of  this  suit  their  trus- 
tees have  elected  to  be  incorporated  under  the  name  of  "  The 
German  Lutheran  Evangelical  Concordia  Church." 

Indeed,  the  claim  that  the  Concordia  Church  holds  the 
^ligious  doctrines  maintained  by  the  Calvinist  Society  about 
the  close  of  the  last  century,  is  so  much  at  variance  with  the 
proof  that  the  Concordia  trustees  have  chiefly  rested  their 
clahn  of  title  upon  possession — which,  according  to  their 
answer,  has  continued  in  them  for  thirty  years.  It  is  well 
^ttlcd  that  before  parties  can  successfully  maintain  a  title 
to  land  by  possession  alone,  they  must  show  that  this  posses- 
sion covers  the  full  period  of  twenty-one  years;  and  that 
during  all  this  time  it  has  been  actual,  adverse,  visible, 
notorious,  exclusive  and  unbroken,  with  claim  of  title  against 
all  the  world.  Thistle  vs.  Frostburg  &  Co.,  10  Md.,  148 ; 
leaker  w.  Glessee,  32  Md.,  355. 
But  the  proof  establishes  no  such  form  or  duration  of  pos- 
19 
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session  by  these  claimants.  Without  the  further  comm 
upon  the  evidence,  it  is  enough  to  advert  to  the  fact,  t 
less  than  twenty  years  since,  by  a  resolution  of  the  trust 
of  the  Concordia  Church,  it  was  declared  that  unless 
Calvinists  within  ten  yeare  from  that  date  should  erec 
church  on  the  lot  in  question  it  should  be  thereafter  clair 
absolutely  by  the  Concordia  Church;  and  as  late  as  1867 
members  of  the  Calvinist  communion  of  the  city  of  W« 
ington,  publicly  claiming  title  thereto,  took  measures 
build  on  the  lot  a  church  for  their  own  people,  althoi 
they  afterwards  saw  fit  to  change  this  purpose. 

But  even  if  possession  uninterruptedly  for  twenty- 
years  had  been  shown  in  the  trustees  of  the  Concor 
Church,  such  possession  could  only  have  been  in  behalf 
the  beneficiaries  of  the  trust  originally  held  by  Reint 
whoever  they  may  be;  and  the  Concordia  trustees  can 
invoke  this  length  of  possession  against  these  beneficiar 
While  they  held  possession  it  was  in  behalf  of  the  real  ce 
qui  trusts,  under  the  trust  impressed  upon  the  propertj 
the  hands  of  Reintzel,  and  the  statute  of  limitations 
openly  pleaded,  has  no  application  to  express  subsis^j 
trusts.  Because  of  the  privity  existing  between  them,  t 
holding  by  a  trustee  is  the  possession  of  his  cestui  qui  in 
and  wherever  a  trustee  seeks  to  claim  against  his  trust  a 
thus  destroy  it,  the  courts  hold  that  his  tenure  shall 
reckoned  according  to  his  title  as  trustee.  (Lieman's  ] 
tate;  32  Maryland,  239.)  And  if  it  were  true,  us  alleged 
the  Concordia  Church,  that  a  part  of  those  composing  th 
congregation  has  always  consisted  of  Calvinists,  the  poss 
sion  by  the  trustees  was  equally  a  possession  for  the  Calvinis 
Where  the  possession  of  a  party  is  under  and  in  privity  w 
the  estate  of  the  person  under  whom  such  party  claims,  th 
could  be  no  adverse  possession  against  that  person.  Nut\\ 
vs.  Tongue,  22  Md.,  419. 

This  length  of  possession  is  not  presented  by  a  plea  of  1 
statute  against  the  right  of  recovery  by  the  Reforn 
Church,  but  is  relied  on  by  the  Concordia  trustees  as  a  i 
cumstance  from  which  a  presumption  may  arise  of  the  exe 
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tion  to  them  of  a  grant  of  the  land.  But  this  presumption 
caD  never  arise  in  the  absence  of  such  possession  as  the  law 
requires  as  a  preliminary  condition.  It  is  clear  then  that 
we  cannot  decree  in  favor  of  the  trustees  of  the  Concordia 
Church. 

3d.  Has  the  First  Reformed  Church  of  the  city  of  Wash- 
ington shown  such  title  as  will  enable  this  court  to  decree 
in  its  favor  ? 

It  is  not  the  same  in  name  with  the  Calvinist  Society. 
The  believers  in  the  doctrine  of  Calvin  have  been  less  tena- 
cious of  retaining  the  name  of  their  great  leader  than  the 
Lutherans,  for  there  are  numerous  denominations  of  Chris- 
tians who   have   adopted   the  distinguishing   doctrines  of 
Calvin,  under  widely  different  names.     But  it  is  insisted  on 
behalf  of  the  members  of  the  Reformed  Church,  that  they 
are  the  only  proper  successors  of  the  religionists  compre- 
hended   under    the   distinctive    name   of  the    "  Calvinist 
Society." 
Have  they  maintained  this  contention  ? 
AVe  have  been  much  impressed  by  the  evidence  of  Mr. 
Russell,  a  clergyman  of  the  Reformed  Church,  which  is  given 
at  large  in  the  record. 

It  appears  from  the  very  intelligent  narrative  of  this 
witness,  who  is  a  minister  of  the  Reformed  Church,  that 
the  peculiar  doctrines  represented  originally  by  the  '*  Cal- 
vinist Society  "  of  the  last  century,  and  embodied  in  the 
Heidelberg  confession,  have  been  held  under  dittbrent  names 
^y  the  Reformed  Church  in  this  country  for  more  than  a 
century. 

Those  names  have  been  affected  bv  various  circumstances, 
^the  nationality  of  the  members  and  the  location  of  the 
churches.  Among  these  designations  were  ^*  High  Uutcli," 
'  German  Presbyterians,"  and  ^'  Sacramentarians."  So,  under 
the  general  denomination  "  Calvinists,"  was  included  the 
terna  "German  Calvinists;"  and  the  witness  concludes  his 
examination  of  the  subject  by  the  declaration  of  his  belief 
^*t  the  Reformed  Church  of  the  United  States  is  the  only 
'^^torical  successor  of  the  church  intended  by  the  name  of 
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the  "  Calvinist  Society."  We  have  also  been  referred, 
part  of  the  public  history  bearing  upon  the  controversy, 
the  book  of  the  Rev.  Michael  Slatter,  a  distinguished  divi 
of  the  Reformed  Church,  who  was  sent  to  this  country  abc 
1740  by  the  Calvinists,  or  Reformers,  of  Holland,  to  vii 
their  bretheru  in  faith  who  had  settled  in  different  parts 
the  then  colonial  governments.  Slatter  reports  that 
found  numbers  of  his  co-religionists  settled  in  various  pa 
of  Pennsylvania,  in  the  upper  counties  of  Maryland,  and 
the  valley  of  Virginia,  and  he  visited  some  of  them  in  t 
neighborhood  of  the  Potomac.  It  is  also  part  of  the  pub 
history  of  the  country  that  Calvinists,  under  the  name 
the  Reformed  Church,  penetrated  as  far  south  as  Noi 
Carolina;  and  that  one-third  of  the  convention  that  adopi 
the  famous  Mecklenburg  Declaration  of  Independence  wh 
preceded  the  great  Declaration  by  more  than  a  year,  and 
thought  by  many  to  have  been  its  prototype,  and  corap 
bending  the  president  and  other  prominent  members,  w« 
co-religionists  of  Slatter,  who  had  brought  to  this  couul 
the  same  love  of  independence  and  liberty  in  civil  gove; 
ment  which  they  had  claimed  in  matters  of  religious  beli 

The  Statutes  at  Large  of  Maryland  contain  acts  of  inc 
poration  by  its  legislature  at  a  very  early  day  of  congregatic 
of  the  Reformed  Church;  and  one  of  these  R<3forna 
Churches  under  the  name  of  the  German  or  High  Dul 
Christian  Reformed  Church  had  been  established  in  tl 
State  in  the  neighborhood  of  Frederick  many  years  bef< 
1784,  was  engaged  in  a  mandamus  suit  about  the  year  17i 
to  determine  the  right  of  occupancy  of  its  pulpit.  T 
contest  is  fully  reported  in  the  case  of  Runkel  vs.  Winemil 
et  al.,  3  Harris  &  McIIenry,  429. 

A  distinctive  feature  in  the  belief  of  the  religionists  knc 
as  the  Reformed  Church  represented  under  these  diffen 
denominational  titles,  is  their  adhesion  to  the  tenets  of  1 
Heidelberg  Confession,  unembarrassed  by  other  distinguii 
ing  points  of  doctrine  which  are  held  by  the  Baptists  a 
other  religious  bodies  having  a  Calvinistic  origin.  And 
we  are  to  be  guided  by  the  evidence,  we  are  compelled 
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believe  that  the  dogmas  of  that  confession  constitute  the 
creed  of  the  Reformed  Church,  essentially  as  they  were  main- 
tained by  the  "  Calvinist  Society  "  during  the  last  century, 
and  ever  since  their  first  promulgation  by  the  Calvinist 
branch  of  the  Reformers. 

4th.  But  there  is  nothing  in  the  record  expressly  declaring 
that  the  benefits  of  the  trust,  which  we  have  found  devolve 
upon  the  Reformed  Church,  should  enure  to  a  church  of  that 
communion  of  any  particular  nationality  or  location;  and 
the  next  inquiry  is,  whether  we  are  justified  in  declaring 
that  its  advantages  can  be  confined  to  the  First  Reformed 
which  is  represented  by  August  Steivers  and  his  co-trustees, 
who  are  Germans,  and  is  located  in  the  city  of  Washington, 
to  the  exclusion  of  their  co-religionists  elsewhere? 

In  the  absence  of  such  express  declaration  in  the  trust 
itself,  we  must  be  governed  by  the  circumstances  surround- 
iog  the  trust  at  its  inception.  And  in  adopting  this  aid  to 
a  correct  conclusion  we  are  supported  by  the  authority  of 
adjudged  cases. 

In  Gibson  vs.  Armstrong,  7  B.  Monroe,  487,  where  a  deed 
executed  in  Maysville,  conveyed  property  for  the  benefit  of 
the  "  trustees  of  Methodist  Episcopal  Church  of  America," 
the  court  held  that  they  were  justified  by  the  facts  of  the 
case  in  deciding  that  the  benefit  of  the  trust  should  secure 
to  the  Methodist  Episcopal  Church  in  Maysville. 

In  the  case  of  Beatty  vs,  Kintz,  2d  Peters,  585,  there  had 
heen  a  dedication  by  a  proprietor  of  a  lot  in  Georgetown  to 
''the  Lutheran  Church;"  without  the  addition  of  words  to 
confine  its  benefits  to  any  local  organization  of  that  church. 
-^Qt  the  facts  sufficiently  evinced  the  intention  of  the  donor 
^^  restrict  the  benefits  of  the  property  to  his  neighbors, 
^^her  than  have  it  frittered  away  uselessly  by  subdivision 
^niong  the  Lutheran  Church  at  large;  and  the  Supreme 
^Urt  properly  held  that  the  German  Lutheran  Church  of 
Georgetown  was  exclusively  entitled  to  its  enjoyment. 

Sy  a  similar  consideration  of  the  circumstances  disclosed 
^^  the  present  case,  we  are  led  to  the  conclusion  that  the 
^^ccessors  in  doctrine  of  the  Calvinist  Society,  of  German 
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lineage,  and  worshiping  in  Washington  city,  should  be  held 
to  be  the  exclusive  beneficiaries  of  the  trust.  Certainly  the 
Dutch  and  German  names,  "  Funk,"  "  Reintzel,"  and  "  Ham- 
burg," would  seem  to  indicate  the  afiiliations  of  the  origina" 
tors  of  the  trust  and  the  nationality,  most  probably  designed 
to  be  benefitted;  and  the  position  of  the  lots,  their  unim- 
portance to  the  church  in  general  .and  their  adaptation  to 
use  by  a  local  congregation,  would  repel  the  idea  that  men 
of  ordinary  sense  would  think  it  worth  while  to  make  the 
church  in  general,  the  beneficiary  of  what  to  it  would  prove 
the  merest  trifle.  Accordingly  we  recognize  in  the  tnistees 
of  the  First  German  Reformed  Church  of  Washington  city 
the  lawful  successors  of  the  "  Calviuist  Society,"  mentioned 
in  the  deed  of  trust,  and  entitled  to  the  beneficial  interest  in 
the  lot  in  controversy,  and  to  its  rents,  issues  and  profits. 

5th.  Other  considerations  have  presented  themselves  in 
the  progress  of  this  examination,  and  among  others, "  whether 
there  is  any  invalidity  in  the  trust  in  favor  of  an  unincor- 
porated religious  body  without  the  assent  of  the  legislature 
of  Maryland.  The  Statute  of  Charitable  Uses,  43d  of  Eliza- 
beth, ch.  4,  never  was  in  force  within  that  State;  and  the 
constitution  of  1776  invalidated  any  gift,  sale  or  decree  of 
land  to  any  minister  of  the  gospel,  or  to  any  religious  sectj 
without  the  leave  of  the  legislature,  except  the  sale,  gift  or 
decree  of  not  exceeding  two  acres  of  land  for  a  church  and 
burying  ground,  which  was  to  be  improved,  enjoyed  or  used 
only  for  such  purpose. 

There  is  nothing  in  the  record  to  prove  that  the  original 
Hamburg  lot  was  the  gift  or  devise  of  Jacob  Funk.  He  sold 
and  conveyed  a  large  number  of  the  lots  described  on  hi« 
plat,  and  the  only  support  of  the  idea  of  .a  donation  of  the 
church  lot  was  the  statement  made  at  the  meeting  of  the 
Germans  in  1832.  But  whatever  he  did  was  accomplished 
in  1770,  before  the  adoption  of  the  Maryland  constitution 
which  was  more  restrictive  than  the  English  statutes  ol 
mortmain  in  force  in  the  province.  That  which  was  con- 
veyed to  Beintzel  in  June,  1793,  was  to  be  held  by  hina  •<  af 
of  his  former  estate  in  lieu  of  the  former  lot,"  and  the  titlei 
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though  acquired  in  1793^  to  the  particular  lot,  related  back 
to  the  acquisition  of  the  property  for  which  it  was  substi- 
tuted before  1770. 

That  chancery  had  jurisdiction  of  devises  and  conveyances 
for  charitable  purposes  before  the  48d  of  Elizabeth,  may  be 
mi  to  be  settled  elsewhere  than  in  the  State  of  Maryland, 
where  the  contrary  is  held  in  Dashiell  vs.  Atty.  Genl.,  5 
0.4  J. 

But  it  is  decided  that  the  acts  of  mortmain  applied  only 
to  corporations  exclusively,  and  that  trusts  made  by  feoff- 
ment, grant  or  devise  to  unincorporated  bodies  for  charitable 
uses  and  purposes,  not  deemed  superstitious,  were  not  invalid. 
Wright  i>s.  Trustees,  1  Hoff  Ch.,  248.  And  a  religious  pur- 
pose is  a  charitable  purpose,  in  this  respect,  as  declared  by 
LordLangdell  in  1  Keen,  233. 

Again,  the  Maryland  act  of  1791,  under  which  the  title 

to  lot  No.  9  was  for  the  first  time  vested  in  Keintzell,  in 

lieu  of  his  former  possession  in  the  Hamburg  tract,  must,  by 

€veiy  fair  intendment  be  taken  as  a  full  legislative  assent 

that  the  beneficiaries  of  the  trust  should  have  an  eflective 

and  valid  title  to  enjoy  the  property  then  deeded  to  their 

trustee,  as  a  religious  society,  as  their  name  proclaimed  them 

to  be.    To  conclude  otherwise  would  be  to  impute  to  the 

%islature  unfair  dealing  in  transferring  their  original  Ham- 

"^g  property  to  others  by  "  incontrovertible  title,"  while 

reserving  the  power  to  invalidate  the  new  title  communi- 

«ated  under  their  own  statute. 

J'rom  the  date  of  the  deed  to  Reintzel  to  this  time  no 
<mtxx  has  been  presented  by  any  one  attacking  KeintzePs 
"^'b,  and  all  who  have  claimed  the  property  have  claimed 
throvigh  him.  Nearly  one  hundred  years  have  passed  with- 
^^t  the  pretence  of  an  adverse  right  against  the  validity  of 
*ke  trust. 

A.fter  such  an  interval,  under  proper  circumstances  of  pos- 
*^^ion,  the  courts  would  instruct  a  jury  to  presume  the 
existence  of  grants  and  the  enactment  of  statutes  to  confirm 
ancient  titles;  and  it  appears  to  us  that,  in  this  case  especially, 
that  doctrine  of  repose  might  well  be  invoked  to  settle  a 
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title  claimed  in  the  interest  of  good  order  and  of  the  prii 
ciples  of  morality  and  religion. 

We,  therefore,  see  nothing  to  invalidate  the  title  < 
Reintzel  by  reason  of  the  inhibition  in  the  Maryland  const 
tution  of  1776,  or  in  the  antecedent  law  against  the  holdic 
of  property  for  the  benefit  of  unincorporated  religioi 
societies,  or  upon  any  other  ground. 

And  having  arrived  at  the  conclusion,  as  before  announces 
that  the  trustees  of  the  First  Keformed  Church  of  Washing 
ton,  D.  C,  are  to  be  regarded  as  the  successors  in  faith  ( 
the  Calvinist  Society,  we  think  the  complainant  should  I 
decreed  to  hold  the  property  for  the  benefit  of  that  churcl 
It  follows  from  this  that  the  possession  of  the  property  b 
the  defendants,  the  trustees  of  the  Concordia  Church,  hi 
been  without  legal  authority,  although  we  have  no  in  ten  tic 
of  questioning  that  this  possession  was  the  result  of  an  honet 
belief  of  their  right  to  do  so. 

It  follows  that  their  receipt  of  the  rents  and  profits  durin 
this  period  was  without  authority,  and  that  they  ought  t 
account  to  the  complainant  trustee  for  these  rents  and  profit 
But  in  view  of  the  peculiar  circumstances  of  the  case,  ^ 
have  determined  that  these  rents  should  not  be  claime 
beyond  the  time  of  the  filing  of  this  bill. 

It  also  appears  that  the  Concordia  Church  has  paid  tax( 
during  this  time;  and  if  the  taxes  paid  by  them  shou! 
exceed  in  amount  the  rents  received  up  to  the  tiling  of  tl 
bill,  the  Concordia  Church  should  be  credited  with  tl 
diflference. 

We  shall  pass  a  decree,  in  accordance  with  the  principle 
of  this  opinion,  enjoining  the  Concordia  Church  from  inte 
fering  further  with  the  possession  of  the  lot;  directing  tl 
trustee,  Ebbinghaus,  to  hold  the  property  for  the  benefit  c 
the  First  Reformed  Church,  and  to  account  to  them  for  th 
rents,  issues  and  profits  of  said  property,  and  requiring  e 
account  to  be  taken  by  the  auditor  of  the  amount  of  ren- 
80  received  by  the  Concordia  Church,  and  of  their  paymen 
on  account  of  the  taxes. 
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Samuel  Strong  vs.  The  District  op  Columbia. 

At  Law.    No.  14,736. 

5  Decided  Not.  SI,  1881. 

I  The  Cejxf  Justicb  and  Jaatices  Haonbb  and  Jaxxs  sitting. 

1.  The  reiterated  decisions  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States 
and  of  this  court  have  sufficiently  wai*ned  counsel  of  the  consequences 
of  neglecting  divers  requirements  in  the  preparation  of  cases  on 
appeal;  this  court,  therefore,  will  not  consider  exceptions  which 
would  inevitably  be  held  fatally  defective  in  this  respect  on  appeal  to 
the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States. 

2.  A  contract  entered  into  with  the  Board  of  Public  Works  in  respect  to 
street  improvements  is  to  be  treated  as  a  contract  with  the  District 
Government.    {Following  Barnes'  Case,  91  U.  S.,  540.) 

3.  The  provisions  of  the  act  of  Congress,  February  21,  1871,  which  de- 
nied to  the  Board  of  Public  Works  all  power  of  making  contracts  to 
bind  the  District,  except  in  pursuance  of  appropriations  made  by  law 
and  not  nutil  such  appropriations  shall  have  been  made,  and  declaring 
that  all  such  unauthorized  contracts  or  agreements  shall  be  null  and 
▼oid,  and  forbidding  the  Legislative  Assembly  to  authorize  the  pay- 
ment of  any  claim  against  the  District  ^^  upon  any  contract  or  agree 
ment  made  without  express  authority  of  law,"  were  within  the  limits 
of  Congressional  legislation. 

**  Consequently  a  contract  for  street  improvement  entered  into  with 

the  Board  of  Public  Works  at  a  time  when  there  was  no  antecedent 

appropriation  for  that  work  or  for  the  materials  furnished  under  such 

<^ntract,  is  null  and  void,  and  inadmissible  in  evidence  for  the  purpose 

w  recovery  upon    it    notwithstanding    the  work    may  have  been 

Performed  and  the  materials  furnished  in  conformity  with  its  terms. 

^'  ^fuajitum  meruit  cannot  be  sustained  for  the  recovery  of  money 

ciajmed  to  be  due  for  work  done  under  a  void  contract,  payment  of 

Which  is  forbidden  by  law. 

th       law  imputes  to  parties  full  knowledge  of  the  public  statutes,  and 
tney  arg  not  to  be  heard  to  plead  ignorance  on  the  subject. 

'•  -A-n  ^Qi  qi  ratification  by  a  municipal  body  can  only  avail  where  there 
JJ*®  original  dower  and  authority  to  perform  the  act  to  be  ratified. 
If  the  act  was  void  because  ultra  vires^  and  the  municipality  had  no 
P^^er  to  authorize  it  before  it  was  undertaken  and  commenced,  it 

8  w    *^^  power  to  adopt  it  after  it  is  done. 

•  ™nce  where  Congress  had  deprived  the  Board  of  Public  Works  of 
the  po^er  to  make  a  contract  without  a  previous  appropriation  by  law, 
^^^  had  forbidden  the  legislative  assembly  of  the  District  to  author- 
^  Payment  of  any  contracj  made  without  express  authority  of  law, 
the  assembly  was  powerless  by  any  subsequent  acts  of  attempted 
'^'^Ocation  and  adoption  to  validate  a  contract  void  for  want  of  such 

a  *m,?^tecedent  appropriation* 
tK        power  to  waive  all  irregularities  in  the  form  and  execution  of 

m  T?  ^^"^'r^cts  resided  with  Congress  alone. 
P  ^*  provisions  of  the  act  of  June  20,  1874,  disclose  on  the  part  of 
^on^^ress,  speaking  as  the  supreme  legislature  of  the  District,  a  full 
reco^ltion  of  the  existence  of  the  seven  classes  of  claims  enumerated 
^tlie  sixth  section  of  that  act,  and  a  waiver  of  all  formal  objections 
^  tbeir  ^lowance,  the  plain  purpose  of  the  statute  being  to  assist 
^o»c  whose  claims  in  one  form  or  another  were  obnoxious  to  objection: 
jmong  guch  claims  being  tho.-e  for  work  done  and  materials  furnished 
•^  street  improvements  upon  contracts  with  the  Board  of  Public 
worig,  which  were  originally  void  for  want  of  an  antecedent 
appropriation. 
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11.  The  fact  that  such  a  claim  !b  pregented  for  adjudication  elsewhere 
than  before  the  Board  of  Audit — the  tribunal  mentioned  by  the 
statute— does  not  revive  and  malce  effective  the  informalities  cured  bf 
the  act,  as  the  waiver  once  established,  remained  in  full  force,  and 
for  all  time  as  against  whatever  informalities  the  statute  designed  to 
hold  as  immaterial. 

The  Cass  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Benj.  F.  Butler,  Wm.  A.  Cook,  and  Frank  T.  Browning, 
for  plaintifi*. 

Riddle  &  Miller  for  defendant. 

Mr.  Justice  Hagner  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  case  has  been  argued  with  elaboration  and  ability 
worthy  of  its  importance,  and  has  received  at  our  hands  a 
careful  examination. 

At  the  trial  below,  which  consumed  nearly  eighty  days, 
Mr.  Justice  Wylie  presided,  and  the  lengthy  record  bears 
ample  evidence  throughout  of  his  learning  and  assiduous 
industry.  It  presents  for  our  consideration  the  almost 
unprecedented  number  of  fifty-four  exceptions  to  rulings  of 
the  presiding  judge  upon  a  great  variety  of  important 
questions.  Many  of  these  rulings  are  manifestly  correct, 
but  we  are  relieved  from  the  necessity  and  denied  the  power 
of  examining  a  great  number  of  the  alleged  errors,  by  reason 
of  the  irregular  and  imperfect  form  in  which  they  are  set 
forth  in  the  record.  The  reiterated  decisions  of  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States  and  of  this  court,  have  sufficiently 
warned  counsel  of  the  consequences  of  neglecting  certain 
requirements  in  the  preparation  of  their  cases  on  appeal. 
We  are  not  at  liberty  to  consume  the  time  of  the  court  in 
the  consideration  of  exceptions  which  would  inevitably  be 
held  fatally  defective  by  the  Supreme  Court  on  appeal  from 
our  decision.  Railroad  Company  vs.  Varnell,  98  U.  S.,  479; 
Oliver  t?*.  Cameron,  8  Wash.  Law  Rep.,  810. 

We  shall  confine  ourselves  to  the  examination  of  such  of 
the  exceptions,  sufficient  in  form,  as  involve  the  questions 
deemed  by  us  important  to  the  decision  of  the  case  before  us. 

This  action  was  instituted  by  the  plaintifiT  upon  a  number 
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of  written  contracts^  executed  by  the  District  authorities, 
recited  in  the  declaration,  which,  besides  the  common  counts 
and  accompanying  bills  of  particulars,  contained  a  count  in 
quantum  meruit  upon  the  aggregated  claims,  amounting  to 
$268,502.  Subsequently  another  suit  was  brought  by  the 
plaintiff  against  the  District,  upon  other  claims.  The 
ca8efl  were  consolidated,  and  a  verdict  for  $133,000  obtained 
by  the  plaintiff  against  the  District,  whose  counsel,  for  cer- 
tain reasons,  refused  to  make  defense  at  the  trial.  This 
verdict  was  set  aside  by  this  court  in  general  term,  and  the 
consolidated  cases  remanded,  and  in  the  circuit  court  the 
order  of  consolidation  was  vacated  and  this  suit  tried  sepa- 
rately, and  a  verdict  rendered  for  the  defendant  under  the 
instructions  of  the  court. 

By  the  act  of  Congress  of  21st  February,  1871,  a  new  form 
of  government  was  provided  for  the  District  of  Columbia  in 
lieu  of  the  then  existing  municipalities.  The  extensive 
powers  confided  to  the  new  government  were  coupled  with 
various  restrictions,  some  of  which  are  unusual  in  municipal 
charters.  The  "  organic  act,"  as  it  is  called,  substituted  a 
Board  of  Public  "Works,  which  was  entrusted  with  entire 
control  of  the  streets,  their  regulation  and  repair,  and  the 
disbursement  of  all  moneys  for  their  improvement.  These 
powers  were  to  be  exercised  in  subordination  to  several 
stringent  conditions,  which,  so  far  as  the  same  are  important 
kere,are  embraced  in  the  following  sections  of  the  Revised 
Statutes  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  viz.: 

"Sbc.  77.  The  Board  of  Public  Works  shall  have  entire 
control  of  and  make  all  regulation  which  they  shall  deem 
necessary  for  keeping  in  repair  the  streets,  avenues,  alleys, 
*nd  sewers  of  this  city,  and  all  other  work  which  may  be 
entrusted  to  their  charge  by  the  legislative  assembly  or 
Congress." 

"  Sbc.  80.  All  contracts  made  by  the  Board  of  Public 
Works  shall  be  in  writing,  and  shall  be  signed  by  the  parties 
naaking  the  same,  and  a  copy  thereof  shall  be  filed  in  the 
office  of  the  secretary  of  the  District." 

"Sec,  81.  The  Board  of  Public  Works  have  no  power  to 
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make  contracts  to  bind  said  District  to  the  payment  of  ai: 
sums  of  money,  except  in  pursuance  of  appropriations  raac 
by  law,  and  not  until  such  appropriations  shall  have  be< 
made." 

"  Sec.  51.  The  legislature  shall  never  grant  or  authori^ 
extra  compensation,  fee,  or  allowance  to  any  public  officej 
agent,  servant,  or  contractor,  after  service  has  been  rendere( 
on  a  contract,  or  a  contract  made." 

"  Sec.  52.  The  legislative  assembly  shall  never  authorize 
the  payment  of  any  claim  or  part  thereof,  created  against 
the  District,  under  any  contract  or  agreement  made  without 
express  authority  of  law;  and  all  such  unauthorized  agree- 
ments or  contracts  shall  be  null  and  void." 

In  this  state  of  the  law,  the  Board  of  Public  "Works  entered 
into  the  contracts  declared  as  in  the  declaration;  and  these 
are  to  be  considered  as  entered  into  by  the  District  govern- 
ment itself.     Barne's  Case,  91  U.  S.,  540. 

The  case  was  tried  upon  the  pleas  of  non-assumpsit,  pay- 
ment, a  final  adjudication  and  award  upon  all  claims  of  the 
plaintift*,  and  full  payment  under  the  award. 

1st.  The  plaintiff,  to  maintain  the  issues  on  his  part  joined, 
offered  to  read  in  evidence  to  the  jury,  one  of  the  contracts 
declared  as  No.  593,  which  embraced  what  was  known  as 
the  Georgetown  work.  To  the  admissibility  of  this  contract 
in  evidence  the  defendant  objected,  "  on  the  ground  that 
said  contract  was  invalid  because  there  was  no  appropriation 
by  law  for  doing  said  work  and  furnishing  said  material,  at 
the  time  said  contract  was  entered  into."  The  same  objec- 
tion was  interposed  to  the  subsequent  otter  of  other  similar 
contracts;  and  the  court  instructed  the  jury  that  there  conW 
be  no  recovery  upon  any  contract  entered  into  in  the  absence 
of  an  antecedent  appropriation,  notwithstanding  the  jo^y 
might  believe  the  work  had  been  performed  and  materials 
furnished  in  alleged  conformity  to  the  contracts  so  ofi'ered 
in  evidence. 

We  have  no  question,  upon  the  facts,  that  there  was  nc 
such  antecedent  appropriation;  and  the  first  inquiry  is  as  t< 
the  correctness  of  the  several  rulings  upon  this  point,  ^ 
different  stages  of  the  trial. 
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In  oar  opinion  they  were  entirely  proper.  There  is  no 
uncertainty  about  the  language  of  the  organic  act  on  this 
point.  It  explicitly  denied  to  the  Board  of  Public  Works 
all  power  of  making  contracts  to  bind  the  District  *^  until 
such  appropriation  shall  have  been  made."  All  such  "  men- 
tioned contracts  or  agreements,"  it  is  declared,  "shall  be 
null  and  void,"  and  the  legislative  assembly  was  forbidden 
to  authorize  the  payment  of  any  claim  against  the  District, 
**upon  any  contract  or  agreement  made  without  express 
authority  of  law." 

Congress  unquestionably  had  the  right  to  make  such  pro- 
visions, and  as  long  as  a  contract  remained  under  this 
Congressional  condemnation  there  could  be  no  recovery  upon 
it.  To  decide  otherwise  would  be  in  flagrant  contempt  of 
the  plain  injunction  of  the  statute. 

2d.  The  plaintiff  then  insisted  that  notwithstanding  the 
invalidity  of  the  contracts,  it  was  competent  for  him  to 
recover  for  the  work  performed  under  them  upon  the  quantum 
weruft  count,  but  the  presiding  judge  instructed  the  jury  that 
there  could  be  no  recovery  in  respect  of  said  work  upon  the 
count  of  quantum  meruit^  and  this  ruling  presents  the  next 
question  for  our  consideration. 

It  is  insisted,  upon  behalf  of  the  plaintiff,  that  his  right  to 
recovery,  as  thus  claimed,  is  established  by  the  decision  of 
the  Supreme  Court  in  the  case  of  Clark  vs.  United  States, 
95  U.  S.,  589. 

In  our  opinion  that  decision  does  not  sustain  this  conten- 
tion  of  the  plaintiff,  in  view  of  the  wide  difference  ^between 
the  cases. 

An  act  of  Congress  declared  it  the  duty  of  the  Secretaries 
of  War,  of  the  Navy  and  of  the  Interior,  to  require  all  con- 
tracts made  in  behalf  of  the  government,  by  them  or  their 
officers,  to  be  in  writing,  signed  in  a  particular  manner  by 
the  parties  and  returned  to  the  Department  with  certain 
attendant  formalities. 

A  quartermaster  on  the  Rio  Grande,  with  the  approval  of 
1^8  commanding  officer,  entered  into  an  oral  agreement  with 
the  owner  of  a  steamer,  to  pay  j^l50  per  day  for  its  use;  but 
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no  specific  contract  was  made,  or  to  be  made^  until  a  t 
trip  should  have  been  completed,  under  the  charge  of 
Government  servants  to  ascertain  her  fitness  for  the  sen? 
required;  if  the  trip  should  prove  satisfactory,  the  part 
were  then  to  enter  into  a  formal  written  contract  for  \ 
hire.  It  was  further  agreed,  orally,  that  the  trial  trip  v 
to  be  at  the  expense  of  the  United  States,  and  if  the  stean 
should  be  lost  during  the  trip,  the  Government  was  to  j 
for  her,  whatever  should  be  estimated  as  her  value  by  thi 
disinterested  men.  During  the  trial  trip,  the  vessel  \ 
wrecked  while  in  charge  of  the  quartermaster's  men,  8 
the  owner  claimed  the  amount  of  the  assessed  loss,  and  %\ja 
for  eight  days'  hire,  and  filed  his  claim  in  the  Court 
Claims  for  both  amounts.  That  court  held  that  the  provis 
of  the  statute  requiring  written  contracts  was  mandate 
and  refused  relief  upon  this  ground,  for  either  claim. 

The  Supreme  Court  afiirmed  the  ruling  as  to  the  value 
the  vessel,  but  held  that  under  the  forms  of  proceeding 
the  Court  of  Claims,  the  claimant  might  recover  the  1 
after  the  Government  had  enjoyed  the  use  of  the  vessel 
upon  an  implied  contract  for  a  quantum  meruit,  althoi 
such  was  not  the  form  of  his  demand. 

The  case  was  certainly  one  of  hardship;  for  the  Gove 
ment  had  actually  enjoyed  the  use  of  the  vessel,  and  it ' 
destroyed  in  its  service,  while  in  charge  of  its  servants. 

The  Court  of  Claims  is  vested  with  jurisdiction  to  del 
mine  upon  any  contract,  express  or  implied,  with  the  Uni 
States,  and  it  is  bound  by  no  special  rules  of  pleading.     J 
the  present  suit  is  pending  in  a  court  of  law;  brought, 
at  large,  for  services  in  the  absence  of  any  agreement, 
upon  express  written  contracts,  framed  by  the  parties 
contempt  of  the  inhibitions  of  a  statute  plainly  denounc 
them  as  void  and  expressly  forbidding  their  payment. 
Clark's  case  it  appeared  that  no  contract  Wiis  made,  or  ^ 
intended  to  be  made,  until  the  return  of  the  vessel  from 
trial  trip,  and  the  claim  was  only  supported  upon  the  i 
of  an  implied  contract,  in  the  absence  of  any  express  agi 
ment,  as  though,  for  example,  the  vessel  had  been  impree 
for  eight  days  upon  a  public  emergency. 
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Bat,  as  was  remarked  by  Mr.  Justice  Miller,  in  bis  dis- 
senting opinion,  tbe  statute  contained  no  declaration  tbat  a 
parol  contract  made  by  a  quartermaster,  "  shall  be  void,  or 
that  it  shall  not  be  enforced,  or  that  no  suit  may  be  sus- 
tsined  on  it.  There  is  no  language  in  it  addressed  to  the 
party  contracting  with  the  Government." 

Tbe  organic  law  of  the  District  contains  all  these  decla- 
rations in  language  unmistakably  emphatic.  It  would  be 
inpating  to  Congress  a  lamentable  lack  of  wisdom  to  sup- 
pose that  the  plain  purpose  of  the  statute — to  endeavor  to 
curb  extravagance  by  requiring  a  previous  appropriation  for 
expenditures  under  contracts — could  be  successfully  evaded 
by  80  shallow  a  contrivance  as  that  here  relied  upon. 

To  allow  a  recovery  upon  a  quantuin  meruit  for  the  recovery 
of  money  claimed  to  be  due  for  work  done  under  a  contract 
"which  the  law  has  pronounced  void,  and  payment  of  which 
is  forbidden  by  law,  would  render  the  whole  inhibition  futile^ 
and  virtually  work  a  repeal  of  the  statute,  while  opening  the 
door  to  a  greater  evil  than  the  statute  was  designed  to  pre- 
vent. 

The  consideration  that  the  plaintiff  was  probably  ignorant 
of  these  provisions  of  tbe  organic  act,  was  urged  in  his  behalf 
w  a  reason  why  they  should  not  be  invoked  agiiinst  him. 

Unfortunately  for  this  pretension,  one  of  the  contracts  in 
the  record,  signed  by  Strong,  expressly  provides  that  it 
"shall  be  subject  to  any  and  all  the  provisions  of  the  act  of 
2l8t  of  February,  1871,  so  far  as  the  same  shall  or  may  be 
in  any  respect  applicable  to  said  contract,"  and  a  very  slii^ht 
examination  of  the  statute  thus  referred  to  would  have 
^vertised  him  of  the  sole  condition  upon  which  the  Board 
of  Public  Works  had  authority  to  enter  into  a  contract  with 
tim. 

But  apart  from  actual  knowledge,  the  law  imputes  to  the 
plaintiff  full  information  of  the  provisions  of  this  public 
^tute,  and  he  is  not  to  be  heard  to  plead  ignorance  on  the 
subject.  The  court,  in  State  vs,  Kirkley,  29  Maryland,  110, 
^ys,  "no  principle  relating  to  municipal  corporations  is 
oaore  firmly  established  than  that  those  who  deal  with  their 
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agents  or  officers  must,  ai  their  pei'ily  take  notice  of  the  liio^ 
of  the  powers  both  of  the  municipality  and  of  those 
assume  to  act  as  its  agents  and  officers."     And  the  Supp 
Court  says,  in  Clark's  Case:  "  Every  man  is  presumeil. 
know  the  law,  and  if  he  makes  a  contract  with  a  pal 
officer  in  contempt  of  the  requirements  of  the  statutes,  . 
becomes  knowingly  an  accessory  to  its  violation."     95 
S.,  542. 

"We  arc  therefore  of  tlic  opinion  that  there  could  be  t:^ 
recovery,  either  upon  these  contracts  tliemselves  or  for  tt 
work  done  under  them,  under  a  quantum  meruit^  so  long  ^ 
the  contract  remained  obnoxious  to  the  inhibition  of  th 
organic  act,  and  that  the  rulings  of  the  presiding  judge  belo^ 
upon  this  point  were  correct. 

3d.  The  plaintiff  then  offered  in  evidence  sundry  acts  o: 
the  late  legislative  assembly  of  the  District  of  Columbia 
which,  as  he  insisted,  recognized  and  ratified  the  contract 
thus  objected  to,  and  cured  whatever  defects,  in  form  o 
substance,  were  relied  on  to  prevent  recovery  upon  them  b; 
he  plaintiff. 

The  presiding  judge  ruled  that  these  acts  were  insufficien 
and  incompetent  for  the  purpose  indicated;  and  in  ou 
opinion  this  ruling  was  correct. 

"Whatever  thing  the  organic  law  forbade  the  Board  c 
Public  Works  to  perform,  it  was  powerless  to  accomplisl 
either  directly,  in  the  fii*st  instance,  or  indirectly  by  its  recoj 
nition  or  adoption  after  an  infraction  of  the  law  bj'  il 
attempted  performance. 

The  Board  of  Public  Works  was  one  of  the  agencies  ( 
the  District  government,  and  the  legislative  assembly  wi 
simply  another  of  those  agencies;  and  if  the  act  attempte 
by  the  agents  first-named  was  void  under  the  law,  an 
incapable  of  validation  by  its  subsequent  ratification  by  tlu 
agent  itself,  it  is  difficult  to  understand  how  an  attempts 
validation  by  the  other  agent  could  be  effectual.  It  woa 
be  to  work  a  total  destruction  of  the  safeguard  Congre 
had  seen  fit  to  interpose  against  lavish  expenditure  by  requ" 
ing  the  publicity  of  previous  appropriation,  if  a  second  Or 
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more  glaring  contempt  of  the  law  could  be  allowed  to  con- 
done  itB  previous  violation.  Two  such  wrongs  could  not 
make  one  right ,  even  in  the  form  of  an  appeal  from  Philip, 
dazed  with  the  extent  of  his  wasteful  extravagance,  to  the 
«ame  Philip  not  yet  sobered  from  financial  intoxication. 

In  Marsh  vs.  Fulton  County,  10  Wallace,  678,  the  Supreme 
■Conrt  announces  the  principle,  that  an  act  of  ratification  can 
only  avail  where  there  was  originally  power  and  authority 
to  perform  the  act  to  be  ratified.  As  the  District  govern- 
ment possessed  no  power  to  make  a  contract  without  a  pre- 
vious appropriation  by  law,  it  was,  therefore,  powerless  to 
ratify  its  own  unlawful  act.  In  Horn  vs.  Mayor  and  City 
Council  of  Baltimore,  30  Md.,  224,  the  court,  discussing  the 
attempted  ratification  of  an  illegal  contract,  says:  *^  It  is 
wholly  immaterial  whether  the  mayor  and  city  council,  by 
a  subsequent  ordinance  adopted  and  ratified  the  grading  of 
the  avenue.  If  the  act  was  void,  because  ultra  vireSy  and 
they  had  no  power  to  authorize  it  before  it  was  undertaken 
*nd  commenced,  they  certainly  had  no  power  to  adopt  it 
^fter  it  was  done." 

4th.  The  plaintiff  then  read  in  evidence  several  acts  of 
Congress,  with  reference  to  the  District  of  Columbia,  and 
daimed  that  they  contained  such  adoption  and  ratification 
of  the  contracts,  by  Congress,  as  justified  a  recovery  for  the 
^ork  performed  under  them.  But  the  court  held  that  no 
*Qfficient  ratification  appeared  upon  a  proper  construction  of 
the  statutes  relied  on. 

We  have  no  doubt  that  Congress  possessed  the  power  to 
^aive  all  irregularities  in  the  form  and  execution  in  the  con- 
tracts, and  that  the  power  resided  with  Congress  alone. 

In  Mattingly's  Case,  97  U.  S.,  690,  the  court  says:  "Ii 
Congress  had  power  to  commit  to  the  Board  of  Public  Works 
the  duty  of  making  the  improvement  and  to  prescribe  that 
^he  assessments  should  be  made  in  the  manner  in  which 
they  were  made,  it  had  the  power  to  ratify  the  act  it  might 
ha^e  authorized.  *  *  It  may,  therefore,  cure  irregularities 
ftDd  confirm  proceedings  which,  without  the  confirmation, 
^ould  be  void,  because  unauthorized,  provided  such  confirma- 
20 
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tion  does  not  interfere  with  intervening  rights.  Judge 
Cooley,  in  view  of  the  authorities,  asserts  the  following  rule: 
''If  the  thing  wanting,  and  which  failed  to  be  done,  and 
which  constitutes  the  defect  in  the  proceeding,  is  something, 
the  necessity  for  which  the  legislature  might  have  dispensed 
with,  by  prior  statute,  then  it  is  not  beyond  the  power  of 
the  legislature  to  dispense  with  it  by  subsequent  statute; 
and  if  the  irregularity  consists  in  doing  some  act,  or  in  the 
mode  or  manner  of  doing  some  act  which  the  legislature 
might  have  made  immaterial,  by  prior  law,  it  is  equally  com- 
petent to  make  the  same  immaterial  by  subsequent  law.' 
Cooley  Const.  Lim.,  871. 

Has  Congress  exercised  this  power  of  ratification  in  the 
statutes  referred  to? 

On  the  20th  of  June,  1874,  after  the  completion  of  the 
greater  part  of  this  work.  Congress  again  changed  the  fom] 
of  the  District  government  and  substituted  three  Commis- 
sioners as  the  governing  power  of  the  District,  in  place  ol 
the  governor  and  legislative  assembly.  In  the  second  section 
of  this  act,  among  the  enumeration  of  powers  of  the  new 
officials,  they  were  authorized  to  apply  the  taxes  and  other 
revenues  of  the  District  to  the  payment  of  ''  debts  due  to 
laborers  and  employees  of  the  District  and  Board  of  Public 
"Works;"  and  they  were  forbidden  to  incur  obligationsj 
except  for  designated  objects,  one  of  which  is  declared  to  be 
"  the  protection  or  preservation  of  improvements  existing, 
or  commenced  and  not  completed  at  the  time  of  the  passage 
of  this  act." 

By  the  sixth  section  it  was  made  the  duty  of  the  Comp- 
trollers of  the  Treasury,  who  were  thereby  "  constituted  i 
board  of  audit,  to  examine  and  audit  for  settlement  all  th( 
suspended  and  floating  debt  of  the  District  of  Columbia 
and  of  the  Board  of  Public  Works,  hereinafter  specified 
namely,  Jirst,  the  debt  evidenced  by  sewer  certificates 
secondly f  the  debt  purporting  to  be  evidenced  and  ascertainec 
by  certificates  of  the  auditor  of  the  Board  of  Public  Works 
thirdly  J  the  debt  evidenced  by  the  certificate  of  the  audito* 
and  Comptroller  of  the  District  of  Columbia;  fourthly^  claim 
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existing  or  hereafter  created,  lor  which  no  evidence  of 
indebtedness  has  been  issued,  arising  out  of  contracts,  written 
or  oral,  made  by  or  on  behalf  of  the  Board  of  Public  Works; 
fifthly,  claims  for  which  no  eridence  of  indebtedness  has 
been  issued  arising  out  of  contracts,  written  or  oral,  made 
by  or  on  behalf  of  the  District  of  Columbia;  sixlhlj/y  all 
claims  for  private  property  taken  by  the  Board  of  Public 
Works  from  the  avenues,  streets  and  alleys  of  the  cities  of 
Washington  and  Georgetown;  and,  seventhly,  all  unadjusted 
claims  for  damages  that  may  have  been  presented  to  the 
Board  of  Public  Works  pursuant  to  an  act  of  the  legislative 
assembly  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  "  entitled  an  act,"  &c. 
And  the  section  proceeds  to  direct  the  board  of  audit  to 
issue  to  each  claimant  a  certificate  signed  as  therein  specified^ 
"stating  the  amount  found  to  be  due  to  each  and  on  what 
acconnt."  And  the  board  of  audit  is  further  required  to 
examine  and  accurately  ascertain  the  indebtedness  of  the 
District,  and  to  report  the  result  of  their  investigations  to 
Congress. 

Section  7  authorizes  the  issuing  of  what  are  known  as  the 
3.65  bonds  of  the  District,  which   are  to  be  exempt  from 
taxation  by  federal  statute  or  municipal  authority,  and  the 
faith  of  the  United  States,  it  was  declared,  was  thereby 
pledged  that  the  interest  should  be  punctually  paid  upon 
^id  bonds,  and  a  sinking  fund  provided  for  their  redemp- 
tion^the  bonds  to  be  registered  in  the  office  of  the  Register 
^f  the  Treasury  under  provision  to  be  made  by  the  Secretary 
^f  the  Treasury.     This  section  contains  the  further  require- 
ment—" the  sinking  fund  commissioners  are  hereby  author- 
ized to  exchange  said  bonds  at  par  for  like  sums  of  any  class 
^f  indebtedness  in  the  preceding  section  of  this  act  named, 
^^clading  sewer  taxes  or  assessments  paid,  evidenced  b}'^  cer- 
tificates of  the  auditing  board  provided  for  in  this  act." 

We  think  the  provisions  of  this  statute  disclose  on  the 
part  of  Congress,  speaking  as  the  supreme  legislature  of  the 
I^istrict,  a  full  recognition  of  the  existence  of  the  seven 
classes  of  claims  enumerated  in  the  sixth  section,  and  a 
Waiver  of  all  formal  objections  to  their  allowance.     Important 
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Treasary  officers  were  directed  to  examine  and  audit  these 
claims  ^^  for  settlement ;  ^^  to  issue  their  certificates,  stating 
the  amount  fowid  to  be  due  to  each  and  on  what  account/' 
and  to  transmit  a  register  of  such  certificates  to  Congress 
tmd  to  the  comptroller  of  the  District.     Any  person  compre- 
hended within  either  of  the  enumerated  classes,  although 
his  claim  might  be  informal  or  irregular,  was  entitled  to 
receive  a  certificate  for  the  amount  found  due  to  him,  and 
to  exchange  the  same  for  a  3.65  bond  for  the  security  of 
which  the  public  faith  of  the  nation  was  effectively  pledged. 
Indeed,  the  purpose  of  the  statute  plainly  was  to  assist  those 
whose  claims,  in  one  form  or  another,  were  obnoxious  to 
objection.    There  was  very  slight  necessity,  or  none,  for  any 
auch  aid  to  those  whose  claims  were  in  all  respects  regular — it 
Avas  the  invalid  claims  alone  that  needed  the  aid  of  the  Con- 
gressional physician.    Among  the  enumerated  classes  were 
claims  upon  oral  contracts.     Such  contracts  were  expressly 
forbidden  by  the  organic  law,  which  pointed  out  with  pre- 
cision the  formalities  of  writing,  signing  and  filing  indispen- 
sable to  the  validity  of  all  contracts  of  the  District.    That 
these  requirements  were  mandatory  cannot  be  doubted  under 
the  decision  in  Clarke's  case,  and  their  omission  absolutely 
invalidated  the  claim.      And  yet  the  board  of  audit  was 
expressly  required  to  issue  their  certificates  for  the  amount 
fouvd  to  be  due  upon  such  oral  contract,  and  the  claimantsi^ 
were  entitled  to  receive  the  guaranteed  bonds  in  lieu  of  the 
certificates-     Can  it  be  doubted  that  Congress  intended 
waive  the  want  of  writing  in  the  cases  referred  to?     In 
judgment  a  similar  waiver  was  designed,  of  whatever  othecK 
formalities  might  appear  on  presentation  in  all  other  claims 
described  in  the  sixth  section  of  the  act  of  1874j  and  claims 
like  those  of  the  plaintiff  were  comprehended  in  the  enumer- 
ation  ill    that   section.     This   construction   derives    great" 
support  from  the  provision  in  the  second  section,  authorizing 
the  Commissioners  to  apply  the  revenues  to  the  payment  o 
debts  due  to  laborers  and  employees,  and  to  incur  o 
tions  to  preserve  and  protect  improvements  not  yet  complete£^ 
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withont  reference  to  whether  the  work  was  performed  under 
formal  contracts  or  not. 

The  Supreme  Court  has  considered  the  sufficiency  and 
effect  of  Congressional  recognition  or  waiver  of  formal 
objections  to  claims  against  the  District  in  Mattingly's  Case^ 
before  referred  to.    97  U.  S.,  657. 

The  District  authorities  had  undertaken  to  collect  certain 
sewer  assessments,  for  work  done  under  the  direction  of  the 
Board  of  Public  Works.  Mattingly  and  his  co-complainants 
insisted  that  the  assessipents  were  attended  by  such  numerous 
and  fatal  defects  and  omissions  that  they  were  illegal  and 
void  and  incapable  of  enforcement ;  and  such  was  the  decision 
of  this  court  in  general  term.  But  the  Supreme  Court 
declined  to  inquire  whether  these  objections  were  well 
founded,  because,  as  they  said,  Congress  by  subsequent  law 
had  directed  the  Commissioners  of  the  District  to  enforce 
the  collection  of  all  assessments  for  special  improvements  as 
charges  upon  the  property  benefitted;  and  had  also  author- 
ized their  revision  and  correction.  "  The  meaning  of  this 
act,"  says  the  court,  "  is  not  to  be  mistaken.  It  was  prac- 
tically a  confirmation  of  what  the  Board  of  Public  Works 
had  done.  It  is  not  to  be  conceded  that  Congress  ordered 
the  collection  of  assessments  which  it  regarded  as  illegal. 
Ve  are,  therefore,  of  the  opinion  that  the  assessments  have 
^n  ratified  by  Congress." 

So,  in  our  judgment,  "  it  is  not  to  be  conceded  that  Con- 
P^  authorized  the  issue  of  certificates  and  their  exchange 
w  bonds  guaranteed  by  the  nation,  in  settlement  of  claims 
^bich  it  regarded  as  illegal."  We  think  the  evidence  of 
nitification  of  informal  claims,  by  the  act  of  June,  1874,  was 
^Uch  more  explicit  than  that  afforded  by  the  statute  which 
the  Supreme  Court  regarded  as  suflicient  in  Mattingly's  Case. 

It  was  suggested  that  even  if  evidence  of  Congressional 
'^tification  or  confirmation  could  be  gathered  from  the  act 
^f  1874,  still  its  curative  effect  was  designed  only  to  be  in 
force  while  the  scheme  of  the  act  was  pursued,  and  that  the 
former  informalities  became  effective  if  the  claims  were  pre- 
^nted  elsewhere  than  before  the  Board  of  Audit,    But  in 


i^v.  Strong  r.  District  of  Columbia. 

^  >»iii:N^x  that  waiver  once  established  remained  in  full 
vNvs  <sr  *ll  time,  everywhere,  as  against  whatever  infor- 
««MiU  N*^  tho  statute  designed  to  hold  as  immaterial. 

»>»,•'  rulings  of  the  teamed  judge,  which  we  have  thus  felt 
nvK>|C^\I  to  dissent  from,  excluded  from  the  jury  the  consider- 
4^  xv*  ot*  four  of  the  contracts  declared  upon,  and  so  seriously 
jfc-iKvtwl  the  plain tiif's  presentation  of  his  case,  that  we  have 
■*s»>  ^Uornative  but  to  reverse  the  judgment  below  and  remand 
X^%4t  0IIU80  for  a  new  trial. 

\Vo  desire  particularly  to  say  that  we  have  no  purpose  to 
IVM  u|H)n  the  sufficiency  of  the  defense,  that  all  the  plaintiff 
v'Uiius  has  been  settled  by  submission  and  award,  and  that 
tho  pluintiif  has  been  overpaid  for  all  work  he  has  done  iox 
(ho  District. 

Finding  the  serious  error  we  have  been  considering,  it  is 
unnecessary  to  express  further  our  views  upon  such  of  the 
rmnaining  questions  as  have  been  presented  to  the  court  iu 
|U\)per  form. 

iTudgment  reversed  and  cause  remanded  for  new  trial. 
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John  E.  Kendall  vs.  Wilson  Grice  et  al. 

At  Law  No.  21,823. 

5  Decided  Nov.  21^  1881. 

I  The  Chibp  JirsTicB  and  Justices  Haonbb  and  Jambs  sitting. 

1 .  The  engagement  of  a  surety  cannot  be  enlarged  or  varied  without  his 
consent :  thus,  defendants  were  sureties  on  an  appeal  bond,  con- 
ditioned to  pay  intervening  damages  and  costs.  Afterwards  the 
principal  confessed  judgment  on  the  plaintiff  agreeing  to  stay  execu- 
tion for  thirty  days  ;  all  this  without  the  knowledge  or  consent  of  the 
sureties. 

^dd.  That  giving  stay  of  execution  on  the  judgment,  without  the 
consent  of  the  sureties  discharged  them. 

The  Case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

R.  Ross  Perry  for  plaintiff. 

E.  A.   Newman,    for    defendants,    cited   the    following 
^luthorities  : 

4  Wash.  C.  C.,620;  7  Cowen,48;  13  Wend.,  72;  3  Johns., 
^28;  1  Johns.  Cas.,  23;  23  Barb.,  481;  De  Golyar  on  Prin. 
A  Sur.,  360,  407;  2  Ves.,  jr.,  540;  3  Wash.  C.  C,  70;  23  111., 
^2;  5  Gill  &  J.,  844;  6  Pet.,  250;  2  Swanst.,  193;  6  Ala., 
718;  1  Stew.  (Ala.),  262;  3  Bibb,  467;  3  Denio,  878;  1 

-Call.  ( Va.),  15;  1  Munf.,  2ti9;  2  Rand.,  333;  5  Ohio,  208;  6 

Jb.,  17;  7  Johns.,  331;  1  Paine,  306. 

Mr.  Justice  BL^gner  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  action  was  brought  by  Kendall  against  the  defendants, 
^'ho  were  sureties  upon  the  following  bond  signed  by  Benja- 
''^in  Thompson  and  themselves: 

*'  Know  all  men  that  we,  Benjamin  Thompson,  and  Wilson 

■^rice,  and  Dennis  Wallace,  of  the  District  of  Columbia, 

^i*e  held  and  firmly  bound  unto  John  E.  Kendall  in  the  just 

^nd  full  sum  of  $200,  to  the  payment  of  which,  &c.,  &c. 

"Sealed  with  our  seals  and  dated  the  14th  day  of  December, 

A.  D.  1878. 

"  Whereas,  in  a  suit  instituted  under  the  provisions  of  the 
^^^  of  Congress,  approved  July  4, 1864,  entitled,  ^  an  act  to 
^galate  the  proceedings  in  cases  between  landlords  and 
tenants  in  the  District  of  Columbia,'  before  C.  S.  Bundy, 
*Qd  transferred  to  Sam.  M.  Wilcox,  justice  of  the  peace 
itt  and  for  the  District  of  Columbia,  by  John  E.  Kendall, 
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against  the  said  Benjamin  Thompson,  to  recover  poesessio] 
of  the  premises  described  in  the  complaint  filed  in  said  soil 
the  said  defendant  pleads  title  in  himself.  Now  the  coo 
dition  of  the  above  obligation  is  such  that  if  the  sai 
Benjamin  Thompson  shall  pay  to  the  said  John  E.  Kendal 
all  intervening  damages  and  all  reasonable  intervening  ren 
for  said  premises,  and  all  costs  adjudged  against  him  in  th 
Supreme  Court  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  then  the  abov 
obligation  to  be  null  and  void,  otherwise  to  be  and  remaii 
in  full  force  and  virtue  in  law." 

At  the  trial  the  plaintitt*  offered  the  bond  and  evidence 
and  proved  that  in  the  suit  described  in  the  bond  (Kendal 
vs.  Thompson,  at  law,  No.  20,817)  in  the  circuit  court,  judg 
ment  had  been  entered  for  the  plaintiff,  the  landlord,  agains 
.  Thompson,  the  tenant,  for  possession  of  the  premises  referred 
to,  and  also  for  $175  damages  and  intervening  rent  and  costs 
and  that  a  fi.  fa.  had  been  issued  upon  the  judgment  an< 
returned  nulla  bonay  and  there  rested. 

The  defendant  then  ottered  to  prove  that  on  the  17th  o 
February,  1880,  the  said  landlord  and  tenant  suit  was  on  th< 
assignment  for  trial  in  the  circuit  court,  and  the  parties  wer 
ready  with  their  witnesses,  but  it  was  probable  that  sai< 
case  would  not  be  reached  for  trial  for  several  days;  tha 
said  Kendall  and  said  Thompson  on  said  day  entered  into 
parol  agreement  whereby  in  consideration  that  the  sai 
Thompson  would  confess  judgment  to  the  said  Kendall  fo 
the  possession  of  the  real  estate  and  the  sum  of  $175^  s 
intervening  rent  and  damages,  he,  the  said  Kendall,  woul 
stay  execution  on  said  judgment  for  the  period  of  thirty  daj 
from  its  date;  that  Thompson,  in  pursuance  of  said  agre< 
ment^  then  and  there  confessed  judgment  for  possession  an 
1^175^  and  said  Kendall  did  there  and  then  cause  to  be  entere 
a  stay  of  execution  upon  the  judgment  for  thirty  days;  be 
the  plaintift*  objected  to  the  admissibility  of  said  testimony 
and  the  court  overruled  the  objection  and  allowed  the  wit 
ness  to  testify  to  the  facts  set  out  in  said  otter,  and  th 
witness  did  so  testify. 

The  plaintiff  excepted. 
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And  the  defendants  further  proved  that  neither  of  them 

knew  of  this  agreement  or  consented  to  the  stay  of  execution* 

The  court  instructed  the  jury  that  if  they  found  from  the 

evidence  that  the  stay  of  execution  was  entered  under  such 

agreement  without  the  knowledge^  consent,  or  acquiescence 

of  the  defendants,  the    present    action  against  them  as 

sureties  could  not  be  sustained.    The  verdict  was  for  the 

defendants. 

The  propriety  of  these  rulings  is  the  matter  for  our  deter* 
mination. 

The  general  principle  is  perfectly  familiar,  that  if   a 

creditor,  by  a  binding  agreement,  made  without  the  knowl- 

edge  or  consent  of  a  surety,  gives  time  to  the  principal 

debtor  by  enlarging  the  period  of  payment  mentioned  in  the 

contract  under  which  the  surety  has  agreed  to  become  bounds 

wch  enlargement  of  time  discbarges  the  surety  from  all 

further  liability  upon  the  contract.     And  a  stay  of  execution 

Qpon  a  judgment  against  principal  and  surety,  without  the 

^^fisent  of  the  surety,  is  such  a  giving  of  time  as  discbarges 

the  surety.    State,  use  of  Barber,  vs.  BLammond,  6  G.  &  J.^ 

168;  Bank  vs.  Hoge,  6  Ohio,  17;  Mayhew  vs.  Luckett,  2 

Swanst.,  198. 

The  engagement  of  the  surety  is  not  to  be  enlarged  or 

Varied  without  his  consent.    Any  agreement  to  do  so  by  the 

^i^ditor  is  an  attempt  on  his  part  to  make  for  the  surety  a 

^ew  contract  to  which  he  never  assented.    The  time  of  pay- 

^Jaent  may  be  quite  as  important  a  consideration  to  the  surety,. 

*B  the  amount  he  has  promised  conditionally  to  pay.     He 

inay  have  agreed  to  become  responsible,  because  he  then  had 

in  his  possession  property  of  the  principal  debtor  sufficient 

to  indemnify  him  against  loss.    When  the  time  fixed  in  the 

contract  has  passed  without  notification  to  him  of  the  default 

of  the  principal,  he  may  naturally  suppose  his  liability  to  be 

at  an  end,  and  thus  release  the  means  of  reimbursement,  to  his 

ultimate  loss,  if  the  changed  contract  is  subsequently  enforced 

against  him.    Again,  the'  surety  has  the  right,  on  payment 

of  the  debt,  to  be  subrogated  to  all  the  rights  of  the  creditor, 

and  to  proceed  at  once  to  collect  it  from  the  principal;  but 
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if  the  creditor  has  tied  his  own  hands  from  proceeding 
promptly,  by  extending  the  time  of  collection,  the  hands  o. 
the  surety  will  equally  be  bound;  and  before  they  are  loosed 
by  the  expiration  of  the  extended  credit,  the  principal  debtoi 
may  have  become  insolvent  and  the  right  of  subrogation 
rendered  worthless. 

It  is  also  well  settled  that  it  is  unimportant  whether  th< 
extension  given  has  actually  proved  prejudicial  to  the  surety 
or  not.  The  rule  we  have  stated  is  quite  independent  of  thi 
event,  and  the  fact  that  the  extension  granted  promised  t 
be  beneficial  to  the  surety  would  give  no  right  to  the  credito 
to  change  the  terms  of  the  contract  without  the  knowledg 
or  consent  of  the  guarantor. 

The  plaintiff  insists  that  the  present  case  is  not  within  th 
operation  of  these  principles,  because  the  alleged  giving  o 
time  was  not  upon  the  bond  sued  on,  but  upon  another  indebt 
edness,  ripened  into  judgment,  to  which  the  surety  was  n 
party. 

The  purpose  in  giving  the  bond  was  to  secure  the  paymen 
of  "  all  intervening  damages  and  all  reasonable  in terveniuj 
rent "  that  might  be  adjudged  against  the  principal  obligoi 
The  obligation  to  pay  the  judgment  was  the  only  liabilit 
created  against  the  surety,  and  this  was  adopted  into  th 
bond.  If  that  should  be  paid  by  the  principal,  the  surety  c 
course  would  be  discharged.  It  would  scarcely  be  gravel 
contended  that  the  surety  would  remain  bound  if  the  credit* 
had  formally  released  the  principal  from  the  judgment,  o« 
and  out.  Interference  with  the  judgment  in  either  of  thes 
respects,  would  certainly  discharge  the  surety,  and  yet  sua 
would  not  be  the  case  if  the  contention  of  the  plaintiff  we= 
to  be  sustained,  for  it  could  equally  be  insisted  with  respea 
to  these  acts  of  the  principal  that  they  took  place  in  a  caa 
to  which  the  surety  was  no  party.  The  judgment  was  in  fm 
incorporated  in  the  bond,  and  whatever  operated  to  rele» 
the  judgment,  in  this  respect,  operated  to  exonerate  t 
surety.  Such  a  proposition  as  that  contended  for  by  t 
plaintiff*  has  never  been  considered  as  a  proper  constructi 
of  the  law  and  we  have  been  referred  to  no  authorities  in  ^ 
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support.  It  is  not  always  easy  to  lind  decisions  in  opposition 
to  clearly  untenable  positions^  bat  we  will  refer  to  two  cases 
where  the  point  was  met  and  overruled.  In  Smith  vs.  Slid- 
dler,  3  Pittsburg  Rep.,  550,  a  suit  was  brought  upon  a  bond, 
conditioned  like  that  in  the  present  case  to  secure  the  pay- 
ment of  a  claim  therein  described,  to  which  the  surety  to  the 
bond  was  no  party.  The  creditor  gave  a  stay  of  execution 
of  ninety  days  on  the  judgment  recovered  upon  the  cause  of 
tdion  designed  to  be  secured  by  the  bond,  without  the 
«88ent  of  the  surety  to  the  bond.  The  court  held  that  the 
i^l  presumption  was  the  surety  was  prejudiced  by  the 
delay — that  as  the  creditor,  by  giving  the  stay  of  execution 
had  tied  his  own  hands,  he,  by  that  act,  disabled  the  surety 
from  proceeding  to  enforce  his  right  of  subrogation,  and 
having  this  changed  the  contract  without  authority^  the 
surety  stood  discharged.  To  the  same  eftect  is  the  decision 
iuRen  vs.  Kirk,  18  Hunn,  210. 

We  think  the  rulings  held  were  correct,  and  they  are 
affirmed. 
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The  United  States,  Ex  Rel.  The  Wilcox  k  Gibbs  8i 

Machine  Company, 

vs. 

E.  M.  Marble. 

At  Law.    No.  22,947. 

5  Decided  November  30, 1881. 

i  The  Chief  Justiok  and  Jastlces  Wtlib  and  Jamxs  slUi 

1.  The  several  acts  of  Congress  regarding  the  registration  of 
designed  to  be  used  as  labels,  do  not  exclude  from  registn 
label  containing  matter  which  might  be  registered  as  a  trade- 
nor  does  the  fact  that  a  label,  bearing  sucii  distinguishing  ma 
entitle  it  to  registration  as  a  trade-mark,  exclude  it  from  regisi 
as  a  label  if  the  owner  desires  it  to  be  registered  as  such  ;  w 
the  Commissioner  of  Patents  is  to  regard  it  as  the  one  or  the 
depends  wholly  upon  the  will  of  its  proprietor. 

2.  The  owner  of  a  label  entitled  to  registration  under  the  la^ 
application  to  the  Commissioner  of  Patents  for  its  registi 
applicant  had  complied  with  all  the  requirements  of  the  law,  b 
examiner  in  charge  of  that  department  of  the  Patent  Olflce  re 
the  application  on  the  ground  that  the  label  was  not  of  th< 
entitled  to  registration,  whereupon  applicant,  instead  of  appeal 
the  Commissioner  of  Patents,  as  he  might  have  done,  petitions 
court  for  a  mandamus  to  compel  the  Commissioner  to  regist 
label,  the  Commissioner,  in  his  answer  to  the  rule  to  show 
recited  the  facts  of  the  failure  of  the  applicant  to  appeal  ' 
Commissioner  from  the  examiner^s  decision,  but  at  the  8am< 
approved  of  and  endorsed  the  reasons  of  the  examiner  for  refus 
register  the  label. 

Hdd,  That  a  peremptory  mandamus  to  register  the  label  should 
and  so  ordered. 

STATEMENT  OF  THE  CASE. 

This  was  an  application  for  mandamus  against  the  • 
missioner  of  Patents,  which  was  ordered  to  be  heard  ii 
General  Term  in  the  first  instance. 

The  petition  sets  forth  that  the  relator,  a  corporatioi 
der  the  laws  of  the  State  of  New  York,  had,  on  or  abou 
8d  day  of  May,  1881,  made  application  under  the  a 
Congress  approved  June  18th,  1874,  entitled  "An  a 
amend  the  law  relating  to  patents,  trade-marks  and  < 
rights,"  to  the  Commissioner  of  Patents,  for  the  registr 
of  a  label  designed  to  be  used  for  hosiery  or  other  knit  j 
made  in  accordance  with  certain  improvements  for  whi 
had  obtained  Letters-Patent  of  the  United  States,  anc 
paid  to  the  said  Commissioner  the  sum  of  six  dollars 
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ffeo  required  by  law  in  such  cases,  and  that  thereupon  it  be- 

csLtne  the  duty  of  said  Commissioner,  under  the  said  act  of 

Oongress,  to  cause  said  label  to  be  registered  ;  yet  the  said 

OTonuniissioner  had  refused  to  register  said  label  or  cause  the 

me  to  be  registered,  to  the  great  injury  of  relator,  &c. 

The  petition  concluded  with  a  prayer  that  an  alternative 

lit  of  mandamus  be  issued  directed  to  said  Commissioner^ 

oommanding  him  to  cause  said  label  to  be  registered,  or  show 

oanse  for  his  refusal  so  to  do. 

The  writ  having  issued,  the  answer  of  respondent  was  as 
-follows : 

**  The  respondent,  E.  M.  Marble,  Commissioner  of  Patents, 
makes  return  to  the  order  of  the  honorable  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  in  the  above-entitled 
loatter,  to  show  cause  why  a  writ  of  mandamus  should  not 
issue  against  him  as  prayed  by  the  relator,  as  follows : 

**It  appears  by  the  records  and  tiles  of  this  Office  that  on 
lAsLj  3, 1881,  the  relator  filed  an  application  for  the  regis- 
tration of  what  it  alleged  to  be  a  label,  paying  the  fee  of  six 
dollars,  the  amount  required  by  law  for  the  registration  of 
l&bels ;  that  on  the  6th  of  the  same  month  applicant  was 
notified  by  the  examiner  having  charge  of  the  registration 
of"  labels  that  the  monogram  formed  of  the  letters  W  and  G, 
foTTning  part  of  the  alleged  label,  could  not  be  registered 
because  it  amounted  to  a  trade-mark ;  that  subsequently,  and 
oii  the  10th  of  the  same  month,  Mr.  PoUok,  the  attorney  of 
said  corporation,  having  filed  his  power  of  attorney,  requested 
^o  be  advised  on  what  ground  the  label  was  rejected,  stating 
^hat  the  same  was  a  label  and  not  a  trade-mark ;  and  that 
P^  the  14th  of  the  same  month  the  said  examiner  again 
^^formed  applicant,  through  its  attorney,  that  the  applica- 
tion could  not  be  allowed  for  the  reasons  given  in  his  former 
*«tter. 

**  It  will  thus  be  seen  that  all  action  taken  in  the  Office  upon 
*^^  application  of  the  relator  was  by  the  examiner  having 
^^arge  of  applications  for  the  registration  of  labels. 

^^  While  it  is  true  that  the  Commissioner  of  Patents  is 
^*^rged  with  the  transaction  of  all  business  done  in  the 
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Patent  Office,  it  is  also  true  that  he  cannot  and  does  not 
know  of  the  pendency  of  individual  applications  except  such 
as  are  brought  to  his  attention  on  appeal  or  by  inquiry  for 
instruction  b}'  examiners. 

'^  The  fii-st  actual  knowledge  that  the  respondent  had  of  the 
pendency  of  the  application  in  question  was  the  service  upon 
him  of  the  order  to  show  cause  why  the  writ  of  mandamus 
shall  not  issue  compelling  him  to  register  applicant's  alleged 
label. 

^'  The  practice  of  the  Office  allow  parties  whose  applications 
are  rejected  by  examiners  to  have  the  decisions  of  the  exam- 
iners  rejecting  such  applications  reviewed  on  appeal  by  the 
Commissioner.  No  appeal  of  this  kind  was  taken  by  appH- 
cant  although  its  attorney,  at  least,  must  have  known,  and 
did  know  what  the  practice  of  the  Office  in  such  cases  is. 

"  It  is  respectfully  submitted,  therefore,  that  the  applicatiotv 
for  a  writ  was  premature,  for  the  reason  that  the  respondents 
should  not  be  called  upon  to  show  cause  why  such  writ  should 
not  issue  until  the  case  or  matter  which  the  relator  complaint- 
of  has  been  brought  to  his  personal  attention. 

"  It  cannot  be  said  that  applicant's  petition  has  been  denied 
by  the  Commissioner  of  Patents,  in  view  of  the  practice  of" 
the  Office,  until  the  Commissioner  has  some  personal  knowl-^ 
edge  of  his  application,  and  while  applicant  has  a  remedy  ic» 
the  Office  for  the  correction  of  what  he  believes  to  be  erro-- 
neous  action,  he  has  no  ground  to  ask  for  the  interventiocr 
of  this  court  by  writ  of  mandamus  to  compel  an  officer  to- 
do  what  upon  application  to  that  officer  might  have  beetle 
done. 

"  For  further  answer,  I  respectfully  submit  that  the  Com^- 
missioner  of  Patents  must  determine  what  is  and  what  i^ 
not  proper  subject-matter  for  registration  as  a  label. 

"  The  statute  says:  ^  There  shall  be  paid  for  recording  th^ 
title  of  any  print  or  label,  not  a  trade-mark,  six  dollars,  which- 
shall  cover  the  expense  of  furnishing  a  copy  of  the  record^ 
under  the  seal  of  the  Commissioner  of  Patents,  to  the  party" 
entering  the  same.    The  statute  also  prescribes  that  a  fee  o^ 
twenty-five  dollars  shall  be  paid  for  the  registration  of  t^ 
trade-mark. 
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"It  becomes  necessary,  therefore,  in  each  and  every  case  for 
e officer  whose  duty  it  is  to  receive  and  register  labels  and 
ide-marks,  to  determine  upon  the  receipt  of  such  applica- 
)n8  whether  they  belong  to  one  or  the  other  class,  and 
lon  such  determination  to  require  the  payment  of  the  fee 
lich  the  law  prescribes. 
"Such  has  been  the  practice  of  this  Office  since  the  passage 

the  laws  providing  for  the  registration  of  trade-marks 
d  of  labels. 

"A  trade-mark  is  defined  by  Webster  to  be  :  "  A  distin- 
ishing  mark  or  device  used  by  a  manufacturer  on  his 
•ods  or  labels,  the  legal  right  in  which  is  recognized  by 
«r."  A  label  is  defined  to  be  :  "  First,  a  tassel  ;  second,  a 
irrow  slip  of  silk,  paper,  parchment,  &c.,  afi[ixed  to  anything 
snoting  its  contents,  ownership,  and  the  like,  as  the  label 

a  bottle,  or  a  package  ;  third,  a  ribbon  or  silk,  a  slip  of 
iper,  parchment,  &c.,  attached  to  a  diploma  or  legal  docu- 
ent  to  hold  the  appended  seal  ;  fourth,  any  paper  annexed 
•  a  will  by  way  of  addition,  as  a  codicil." 
"It  must  be  presumed  that  Congress  in  passing  the  laws 
•oviding  for  the  registration  of  trade-marks  and  labels  in- 
ndedthat  certain  fees  should  be  paid  for  the  reiristration 

what  was  then  known  and  recognized  as  labels  and  as 
ade-marks.  It  is  not  competent  for  a  party  to  state  that 
'is  or  that  is  a  label,  and  this  or  that  is  a  trade-mark,  and 
1^8  determine  its  character. 

"Whether  it  is  a  label  or  whether  it  is  a  trade-mark  must 
J  determined  by  the  definition  which  has  been  given  and 
'Cepted  everywhere  as  clearly  and  fully  covering  the  niean- 
'g  of  those  words. 

"The  action  taken  by  the  examiner  in  this  case  was  in  ac- 
>Pdance  with  the  well-settled  rulings  and  decisions  of  the 
ffice.  He  refused  to  allow  applicant  to  register  as  a  label 
ibject-matter  clearly  and  undeniably  included  within  the 
efinition  of  a  trade-mark,  as  he  would  have  denied  the 
^gistration  of  any  application  for  a  trade-mark  of  subject- 
matter  properly  registrable  as  a  label. 

"I  submit  that  the  writ  should  be  denied  for  the  following 
easons: 
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^'  First.  Because  the  registration  of  the  alleged  label  hai 
tiever  been  denied  by  the  respondent. 

^'Second.  Because  the  alleged  label  contains  subject-matte 
clearly  registrable  as  a  trade-mark^  and  therefore  not  regu 
trable  under  the  statute  as  a  label. 

*«E.  M,  Marble, 
"  Commissioner  of  Paienis.^^ 

A  report  of  the  examiner  having  charge  of  the  registn 
tion  of  labels,  addressed  to  the  Commissioner,  giving  h; 
reasons  for  refusing  to  register  the  label,  accompanied  tb 
foregoing  answer,  and  was  as  follows  : 

"  Sir  :  In  the  matter  of  the  application  of  the  Wilcox 
Gibbs  Sewing  Machine  Co.  for  registration  of  a  label 
wherein  on  petition  of  A.  Pollok,  esq.,  a  rule  to  show  cauc 
why  registration  has  been  refused  by  the  Office  has  been  ii 
sued  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  District  of  Columbh 
and  referred  to  me  by  yourself  for  report  as  to  th 
examiner's  action  on  the  case  ;"  I  have  the  honor  to  report 

*^  On  the  3d  of  May,  1881,  the  above-named  company  dul 
filed  an  application  for  the  registration  of  a  label  for  hosier] 
paying  the  fee  of  six  dollara  required  by  law.  On  the  6t 
of  May  a  letter  was  written  to  applicant  f  not  at  that  tim 
represented  by  attorney)  in  which  they  were  informed  tha 
the  monogram  formed  of  the  letters  W  &  G  forming  pai 
of  the  alleged  label  could  not  be  registered  for  the  reaso 
that  it  amounted  to  a  trade-mark. 

'*  On  the  10th  of  May  Mr.  Pollok,  now  appearing  as  attoi 
ney  for  the  applicant,  filed  an  argument  in  which  he  que 
tioned  the  right  of  the  Office  to  determine  that  matter  pn 
sented  as  a  label  could  be  rejected  for  the  reason  given,  an 
advised  the  Office  that  the  label  was  not  a  trade-marl 
The  examiner's  second  letter  merely  repeated  the  form^ 
action  citing  a  decision  of  the  Commisioner  in  suppoi 
thereof. 

'^  The  case  having  been  twice  rejected  was  now  in  conditio 
for  appeal  to  the  Commissioner  in  person^  the  usual  ai 
recognized  recourse  in  label  cases  when  registration  has  b^ 
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refused  by  the  examiner,  but  the  record  shows  no  such  step 
taken  in  that  direction. 

"As  regards  the  merits  of  the  case  the  examiner  is  guided 
in  his  practice  by  former  decisions  based  upon  the  act  of 
Jane  18,  1874,  by  which  the  Office  is  necessarily  governed. 

"This  act  distinctly  excludes  trade-marks  from  the  protec- 
tion it  was  designed  to  aflFbrd. 

**In  the  case  of  Simpson  &  Sons,  10  0.  G.,  333,  the  acting 
Commissioner  sustained  the  examiner  in  his  refusal  to  regis- 
ter a  label  in  which  the  arbitrary  word  word  "Eddystone" 
was  included.     He  says  : 

'Applicant  will  be  permitted  to  register  the  name  of  his 
firm,  their  place  of  business,  description  of  the  nature, 
<iuality,  and  quantity  of  his  parcels,  as  a  label ;  but  he  can« 
not  be  allowed  to  claim  the  arbitrary  words  and  fanciful 
figures  mentioned  as  part  of  the  label.  These  should  be 
reffisiered  as  a  trade-mark.' 

**In  the  case  of  Ex  Parte  Thaddeus  Davids  &  Co.,  16  O.  G., 
^,  cited  in  examiner's  second  letter,  the  Commissioner  held 
that  Hhe  presence  in  a  label  of  matter  registrable  as  a 
trade-mark  excludes  the  whole  from  registration.' 

*' There iippears  never  to  have  been  any  question  in  the  Office 
^Hat  a  monogram  such  as  that  shown  in  applicant's  fac 
^^Tnile  constituted  a  registrable  trade-mark. 

**The  fact  that  from  time  immemorial  monograms  have 
t^€n  regarded  as  trade-marks,  is  set  forth  in  Browne  on 
Trade-Marks,  paragraphs  15  and  262,  and  the  Office  practice 
tui8  been  in  accordance  with  this  doctrine. 

**The  examiner  cannot  find  that  it  has  ever  been  disputed, 
^tit  it  is  clearly  laid  down  in  Commissioner  M.'s  decision  in 
t'he  case  of  the  Dr.  Harter  Medicine  Co.,  July  29,  1879. 
This  was  an  appeal  from  the  examiner's  refusal  to  register  a 
trade-mark  in  which  certain  descriptive  matter  was  shown 
^u  connection  with  a  monogram,  and  the  acting  commis- 
sioner said : 

^Applicant  may  amend  its  application  and  restrict   the 
trade-mark  to  the  monogram  and  shield.    The  balance  of  the 
W)el  should  be  registered  as  a  label.' 
21 
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"  With  the  doctrine  and  practice  bo  clearly  established^ 
these  rulings  indicate,  there  has  never  been  any  room 
question  as  to  the  propriety  of  the  examiner's  action, 
applicant  deemed  it  erroneous,  it  was  so  because  the  deeis5'< 
on  which  it  was  based  were  erroneous,  and  this  applicant  1: 
an  opportunity  to  show  whenever  he  chooses  to  avail  b/i5 
self  of  the  rehearing  by  the  Commissioner  in  person  to  whic^ 
he  is  entitled. 

"  Respectfully  submitted, 

"N.  A.  Seblt, 
^^Examiner  of  Trade-Marks.^^ 

A.  PoLLOK  argued  the  case  for  the  relator. 

Mr.  Justice  James  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  relator  claims  the  right  to  have  its  label  registere 
in  the  Patent  Office,  as  a  label  designed  to  be  used  on  a 
article  of  manufacture,  under  the  act  of  June  18, 1874.  I 
order  to  ascertain  the  intent  of  that  act  it  will  be  necessar 
to  refer  to  the  statutory  provisions  relating  to  the  sam 
matter  existing  at  the  time  of  its  passage. 

Section  4937  of  the  Revised  Statutes  provided  as  follows 

"  Any  person  domiciled  in  the  United  States  *  * 
who  intends  to  adopt  and  use  any  trade-mark  for  exclusiv 
use  within  the  United  States,  may  obtain  protection  for  sue 
lawful  trade-mark  by  complying  with  the  following  require 
ments  :  First.  By  causing  to  be  recorded  in  the  Paten 
Office  a  statement  specifying  the  names  of  the  parties 
*  *  who  desire  the  protection  of  the  trade-mark  ;  th 
class  of  merchandise,  and  the  particular  description  of  good 
comprised  in  such  class,  by  which  the  trade-mark  has  bee 
or  is  intended  to  be  appropriated;  a  description  of  the  trad< 
mark  itself,  with  fac-similes  thereof,  showing  the  manner  i 
which  it  has  been  or  is  intended  to  be  applied  or  used,  an 
the  length  of  time,  if  any,  during  which  the  trade-mark  hi 
been  in  use.  Second.  By  making  payment  of  a  fee  c 
twenty-five  dollars,"  &c. 

Section  4989  excluded  from  the  class  of  registrable-  trad* 
marks  any  mark  which  was  merely  the  name  of  a  person,  ai 
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accompanied  by  a  mark  sufficient  to  distinguish  it  from  the 
same  name  when  used  by  other  persons. 

The  sections  applied  to  trade-marks  which  were  in  the 
fonn  of  labels  bearing  distinguishing  marks. 
It  was  at  the  same  time  provided  by  section  4952  that — 
"Any  citizen  of  the  United  States,  or  resident  therein, 
who  shall  be  the  author,  •  •  •  designer,  or  proprietor 
of  any  •  •  •  engraving,  cut,  print,  &c.,  shall,  upon 
complying  with  the  provisions  of  this  chapter,  have  the  sole 
liberty  of  printing,  •  •  •  publishing  *  *  and  vend- 
ing the  same." 

Sections  4956  and  4957  contain  the  provisions  referred  to, 
namely,  for  the  deposit  of  copies  and  the  recording  of  a 
description  of  such  engraving,  cut  or  print  in  the  office  of 
the  Librarian  of  Congress.  As  the  application  of  these 
sections  did  not  dcperid  upon  the  importance  of  the  print, 
tbey,of  course,  included  prints  which  were  to  be  used  merely 
as  labels. 

It  is  plain  that  these  contemporaneous  provisions  relating 
to  trade-marks  and  prints,  authorized  any  person  who  owned 
*  label  bearing  distinguishing  marks  to  have  it  recorded  in  the 
Patent  Office  as  a  trade-mark,  or,  if  he  preferred  to  do  so, 
^o  have  it  registered  in  the  office  of  the  Librarian  of  Con- 
Sf"^  as  a  mere  print.     It   must   bear  such  distinguishing 
^^rks  in  order  to  be  admitted  to  record  as  a  trade-mark ; 
"^t  the  fact  of  bearing  them  did  not  exclude  it  from  registr}'^ 
^^  a  print.     The  Librarian  of  Congress  had  no  discretion  to 
^^fuse  to  recognize  it  as  a  print,  because  it  could  be  recog- 
nized by  the  Commissioner  of  Patents  as  a  trade-mark, 
^^hether  it  should  be  treated  as  the  one  or  the  other,  de- 
Ponded  wholly  on  the  will  of  its  proprietor.     It  was  for  him 
^•^  determine  whether  he  would  adopt  it  as  his  trade-mark, 
^^d  whether  he  would  make  the  declarations  necessary  to 
^^at  end. 

When  the  registering  of  such  prints  as  were  designed  to 

"^  used  as  labels  on  manufactures  was  transferred  from  the 

office  of  the  Librarian  of  Congress  to  the  Patent  Office,  by 

^heact  of  18th  of  June,  1874,  was  this  choice  of  the  owner 
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of  the  label  as  to  the  character  which  it  should  have^  ai 
the  purposes  which  it  should  serve,  taken  away? 

The  first  action  of  that  act  provides  that  no  person  shi 
inaintain  an  action  for  the  infringement  of  his  copyright 
-any  book,  "  print,  cut,  engraving,"  &c.,  unless  he  shall  gi 
notice  thereof  by  inscribing  upon  some  visible  portion 
such  book,  prints,  engraving,  certain  words.  The  third  sc 
tion  provides  :  "  That  in  the  construction  of  this  act,  t 
words  '  engraving,'  ^  cut,'  and  ^  print,'  shall  be  applied  or 
to  pictorial  illustrations  or  works  connected  with  the  fi 
arts.  And  no  prints  or  labels  designed  to  be  used  for  a 
other  article  of  manufacture  shall  be  entered  under  the  cop 
right  law,  but  may  be  registered  in  the  Patent  Oflice.  A 
the  Commissioner  of  Patents  is  hereby  charged  with  t 
supervision  and  control  of  the  entry  or  registry  of  su 
prints  or  labels,  in  conformity  with  the  regulations  provid 
by  law  as  to  copyright  of  prints  ;  except  that  there  shall 
paid  for  recording  the  title  of  any  print  or  label  not  a  trat 
mark,  six  dollars,  which  shall  cover  the  expense  of  furuis 
ing  a  copy  of  the  record  under  the  seal  of  the  Commissioi 
of  Patents,  to  the  party  entering  the  same." 

After  the  passage  of  this  act  the  Commissioner  of  Patei 
was  charged  with  two  distinct  duties  relating  to  labels.  If  a 
person,  intending  to  adopt  a  particular  label  as  his  trade-ma 
desired  to  obtain  protection  for  it,  the  Commissioner  ^ 
bound,  provided  it  bore  the  necessary  distinguishing  niaa 
to  cause  to  be  recorded  the  statement  of  the  owner  speci 
ing  the  facts  prescribed  by  the  statute.  He  was  now  requi 
to  register  also  labels  which  were  not  trade-marks.  But  ' 
he  clothed  with  power  to  control  the  entry  of  labels  so  fa. 
to  determine  that  a  label  which,  by  reason  of  its  distinguishi 
marks,  might  have  been  entered  as  a  trade-mark,  should 
be  admitted  to  registry  as  "  a  label  not  a  trade-mark?"  * 
only  reference  to  any  control  to  be  exercised  by  him,  is  fo' 
in  the  clause  which  provides  that  he  shall  have  "  contro 
the  entry  or  registry  of  such  prints  or  labels,  in  couforni 
with  the  regulations  provided  by  law  as  to  copyright  print 
But  this  is  merely  the  same  control  which  has  been  es 
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ciaed  over  the  registering  of  these  labels,  as  copyright  prints, 
by  the  Librarian  of  Congress  by  authority  of  section  4948 
of  the  Revised  Statutes,  and  in  conformity  with  the  regula- 
tions found  in  sections  4956  and  4957  ;  and  such  control  did 
not,  as  we  have  already  said,  include  authority  to  exclude 
from  the  registry  any  particular  print  on  the  ground  that  it 
should  more  properly  be  entered  at  the  Patent  Office  as  a 
trade-mark.     Of  course,  then,  when  this  control  over  the 
registry  of  the  same  prints,  now  called  "labels  which  are 
not  trade-marks,"  was  transferred  to  the  Commissioner  of 
Patents,  it  had  only  the  same  limited  application,  and  did 
not  include  any  discretion  to  determine  whether  a  particu- 
lar label  should  be  classed  as  a  trade-mark  or  as  a  label  only. 
Congress  had  intended  to  take  away  from  the  owner  of  a 
label  his  former  right  to  determine   what   use  he  should 
make  of  it,  and  how  he  would  have  it  entered,  that  inten- 
tion would  have  been  plainly  expressed.    The  actual  inten- 
tion was  merely  to  change  the  place  of  registry.     When 
an  applicant  for  registry  complies  with  all  the  requirements 
of  the  lawful  regulations,  as  the  relator  appears  to  have 
done,  the  function  of  the  Commissioner  is  merely  minis- 
terial.   The  peremptory  writ  will  issue  accordingly. 


294  Stevens  v.  Du  Barrt. 

Oscar  A.  Stevens,  Trustee, 

vs. 
Edmund  L.  Du  Barrt  et  al. 

At  liAW.  No.  19,699. 

5  Decided  Nov.  ?1, 1881. 

}  The  Chief  Justice  and  Jastices  Haonbb  and  Jambs  slttinff. 

Defendant,  having  been  sued  at  law  upon  a  promissory  note,  filed  a  bill 
in  equity  to  enjoin  the  suit,  on  the  ground  that  lie  had  a  complete  de- 
fense in  equity,  by  reason  of  certain  credits  that  would  amount  to  a 
payment  of  the  note.  Subsequent!}',  and  before  the  hearing  in  equity, 
he  filed  a  plea  of  ^*  payment ''  in  the  case  at  law.  A  final  decree  was 
afterwards  passed  dUmissing  the  bill,  and  then,  on  the  trial  of  the  suit 
at  law,  the  plaintifl',  to  meet  the  defendants'  plea  of  payment,  oflTered 
in  evidence  the  decree,  and  asked  the  court  to  instruct  the  jury  that 
this  decree  closed  all  defense  as  to  any  alleged  payment  on  account  of 
the  note,  which  the  court  refused  to  do.  Held^  Error,  for  the  reason 
that  equity,  having  taken  jurisdiction  of  the  cause,  had  necessarily  gone 
into  the  condition  of  accounts  between  the  parties  to  ascertain  whether 
the  note  had  been  paid,  and,  if  paid  tlie  suit  at  law  would  hav(t  been  en- 
joined. The  dismissal  of  tlie  bill  was,  tlierefore,  an  adjudication  by 
the  court  that  the  note  had  not  been  paid. 

The  Case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Durant  &  HoRNOR  for  plaintiff. 

H.  0.  &  R.  Claughton  for  defendants. 

Mr.  Justice  James  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court : 

This  was  a  suit  upon  a  promissory  note  to  recover  from  the 
defendants  a  balance  due  upon  it  of  $1,441.  About  a  month 
after  the  suit  was  instituted,  David  Pulman,  one  of  the  de- 
fendants, filed  a  bill  on  the  equity  side  of  this  court  for  an 
account,  &c.,  and  also  to  enjoin  the  proceeding  at  law  upon 
the  ground  that  he  had  a  complete  defense  in  equity  against 
any  recovery  upon  the  note.  Shortly  afterwards,  and  before 
the  hearing  of  the  equity  suit,  the  defendants,  in  order  that 
the  suit  at  law  might  not  go  by  default,  filed  a  number  of 
pleas  to  the  action  one  of  which  was  ^'  payment."  Before 
the  trial  of  the  case  at  law  the  equity  suit  for  an  injunction 
had  piroceeded  to  a  final  decree  and  the  bill  been  dismissed.  To 
meet  the  plea  of  *^  payment  "the  plaintiff  offered  in  evidence 
the  record  and  decree  dismissing  the  bill  and  prayed  the  court 
to  instruct  the  jury  that  this  decree  closed  all  defense  as  to 
any  alleged  payment  on  account  of  the  note  sued  on.  Which 
prayer  the  court  refused  to  grant ;  and  one  of  the  questions 
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raised  before  us  is  whether  this  prayer  should  have  beea 
granted  or  not.  We  think  that  it  should  have  been,  and  for 
these  reasons  it  was  disclosed  on  the  trial  that  several  persons 
had  purchased  from  Stevens  a  tract  of  land  lying  back  of 
the  city  of  Alexandria,  to  be  used  as  a  brick  yard,  that  some 
of  these  persons  sold  out  to  others,  who,  by  special  contract, 
were  to  take  their  places,  and  to  make  the  same  payments 
which  they  were  bound  to  make.  Mr.  Pullman,  the  present 
defendant,  by  a  written  contract,  took  the  place  of  one  of 
these  parties  as  to  one-third  of  this  purchase,  agreeing  to 
pay  whatever  that  .person,  as  his  grantor,  had  agreed  to  pay. 
At  the  time  of  that  purchase  he  made  payment  of  $1,734. 
Now,  if  this  is  to  be  regarded  as  a  payment  upon  the 
present  note,  he  has  not  only  paid  the  balance  due  upon  it, 
but  has  largely  overpaid  it.  It  seems  to  have  been  deemed 
uncertain  at  the  trial  whether  this  payment  of  $1,734  was 
not  made  in  a  prior  note,  for  there  were  two  promissory  notes 
given.  That  question  was  before  the  court  in  the  equity 
oause,  and  was  necessarily  adjudicated  when  the  court  dis- 
missed the  bill.  This  whole  transaction  was  set  out  in  that 
<^Q8e;  it  was  there  disclosed  that  Pullman  was  the  successor 
of  one  of  these  parties,  and  that  he  was  entitled  to  certain 
paynients  under  his  contract.  He  had,  in  a  certain  condition 
of  the  affairs  of  the  partnership,  a  right  to  a  salary  of  $1,000 
ft  year,  and,  by  the  terms  of  the  same  contract,  he  was  en- 
titled to  have  his  share  of  the  profits,  which  were  in  the  hands 
of  this  plaintiff,  ci^edited  on  that  note.  In  his  bill,  he  did 
^oi  rely  on  the  payment  of  the  $1,734  as  payment  on  this 
Dote  at  all.  but  set  up  as  a  defense  to  the  present  note,  his 
character  as  an  interested  party,  claiming  to  have  his  share 
of  the  profits  which  were  retained,  as  has  been  stated,  cred- 
ited on  the  note.  The  decree  of  dismissal  necessarily  adju- 
dicated all  of  these  matters.  A  court  of  equity  was  asked 
^0  enjoin  the  collection  of  this  note  on  the  ground  that  cer- 
tain credits  should  be  allowed ;  the  court  had  to  look  into 
the  condition  of  the  claim,  and  to  ascertain  how  this  $1,734 
was  to  be  applied.  That  is  to  say,  what  it  was  a  payment  of. 
Baving  taken  jurisdiction  of  the  cause,  they  could  not  de- 
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termine  whether  certain   credits  would  satisfy  the  e 
.  without  ascertaining  the  exact  condition  of  the  acco 
And^  if  this  $1,734  was  to  be  a  credit  on  this  note^  the  c( 
having  taken  jurisdiction  in  the  cause  for  reasons  of  equit 
defense,  would  be  obliged  to  apply  this  sum  as  a  paync 
and  instead  of  dismissing  the  bill,  enjoin  the  suit.     The 
that  they  did  not  enjoin  the  suit  adjudicates  the  quee 
that  the  $1,734  was  not  a  payment  on  this  note.     Loci 
at  the  papers,  we  have  satisfied  ourselves  entirely  as  to 
true  character  of  that  payment.    It  is  there  fully  expla: 
that  Pullman  bought  a  one-third  interest,  and  undertoo 
reimburse  his  vendor  for  what  he  had  already  paid,  an 
take  his  place.    He  had  to  make  two  payments,  one  to 
vendor,  of  what  he  had  laid  out,  and  the  other  to  mafc 
what  he  was  yet  owing,  for  it  appears  that  his  vendor 
owed  on  a  prior  note  $1,734,  and  that  sum  he  paid  on 
part  of  his  vendor  (and  the  rest  on  his  own  behalf)  pa^ 
it  to  the  plaintiffs  on  account  of  the  accruing  debt  of 
vendor.     It  was  thus  not  a  payment  to  the  plaintiff  on 
own  account,  but  on  the  account  of  his  vendor,  and  is 
entitled  to  be  treated  as  a  credit  on  the  present  note, 
court  declined  to  instruct  the  jury  that  the  decree  of 
missal  adjudicated  this  question.     We  think,  however,  1 
the  record  introduced  between  the  same  parties  showed 
fact  that  the  court  had  adjudicated  this  question,  that 
present  note  had  not  been  paid. 
Judgment  reversed,  and  case  remanded  for  new  trial. 
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The  Charter  Oak  Life  Insurance  Co. 

vs, 
A.  A.  Hosmer. 
At  Law.  No.  19,408. 

5  Bedded  December  6, 1881. 

i  The  CmEP  JusTiCK  and  Justices  Haoneb  and  Jambs  sitting. 

1-  On  a  certification  to  the  General  Term  of  a  motion  to  quash  a  writ  of 
eaiiorari  in  a  Landlord  and  Tenant's  proceeding,  the  court  has  no 
power  to  require  the  defendant  to  enter  into  an  undertaking:  with 
surety  t;o  pay  the  intervening  rent  and  damages  occasioned  by  the 
delay Iii  hearing  the  motion,  and,  as  against  the  surety,  between  whom 
andthi^^  landlord  there  is  no  privity,  such  an  undertaking  is  not  sup- 
ported  l)y  any  consideration.  Nor,  is  the  surety  estopped  to  set  ui> 
the  wsi.nt  of  consideration,  the  instrument  not  being  uuder  seal  and 
even  If    it  were  it  is  doubtful  whether  it  would  be  good  against  him. 

2,  The  px-esiding  justice  may  certify  a  case  to  be  heard  in  wneral  Term,, 
if  he  e^es  fit,  against  the  remonstrance  of  all  the  parties,  or  he  may 
refuse  t;o  make  such  certificate,  though  all  the  parties  unite  in  asking^ 
it.  It  ig  a  matter  for  his  own  discretion  and  there  is  no  guide  for 
actioT^  except  his  own  sense  of  judicial  propriety. 

3.  The  provisions  of  rule  91  of  this  court  apply  only  to  appeals  and  can- 
not 0^  extended  to  embrace  a  certified  case. 

Tab  Case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 
S.  R.  Bond  for  plaintiff: 

The  nndertaking  was  voluntary  and  is  valid  whether  re- 
quired by  statute  or  not.     Sooy  vs.  State,  9  Vroom,  324  ; 
"^DHed  States  i;5.  Bradley,  10  Pet.,  848;  United  States  vs^ 
Bodson,  10  Wall,  395;  United  States  vs.  Linn,  15  Pet.,  290. 
A.  certiorari  is  not  a  writ  of  right,  but  is  discretionary  with 
^^^  court,  3  Abbott's  United  States  Dig.,  p.  247,  sec.  19  and 
^^^^  cited.     1  Bac.  Abr.,  tit.  certiorari,  p.  558;  43  Pa.  St. 
^•>  372.    And  discretionary  acts  of  the  court  are  not  subject 
^  *"eview. 
Jf  the  court  had  the  right  to  require  security  as  a  condition 
^  $Cranting  the  certiorari^  it  had  the  continuing  right  to  re* 
^^^^e  it  during  the  pendency  of  the  proceedings.    It  is  one 

the  ordinary  powers  of  the  court, 
r^    -l^he  Revised  Statutes  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  sec. 
^  3  provides  that  the  court  in  Special  Terra  may  order  a 
^^t:ion,  or  suit  not  triable  by  jury,  to  be  heard  in  the  Gen- 
Term  in  the  first  instance. 
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It  was  not  an  absolute  right  on  the  defendant's  part^      -to 
have  the  motion  certified  to  the  General  Term.    It  wa.^     g 
favor  and  the  undertaking  was  given  voluntarily  in  ordeir    to 
secure  the  benefit  of  its  being  so  certified,  and  defend ^^i]t 
-enjoyed  thereby  the  possession  of  the  premises  in  question. 
It  would  be  unjust  to  hold  that  he  is  not  liable  to  the  plaiB- 
tift*  at  whose  expense  he  reaped  the  advantage.     Moore    «7a 
Hodson,  5  Mass.,  314;  Thomas  vs.  White,  12  lb.,  867;  Respa  fc- 
lica  vs,  Lacaze,  2  Call.,  118;  Commonwealth  vs,  Wolbert,    2 
Binn.,  292;  United  States  vs.  Four  Pieces  Woollen  ClotL,     ^ 
Paine,  435. 

S.  S.  Henkle  and  W.  K.  Duhamel  for  defendants. 

Mr.  Justice  Hagner  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court: 

In  December,  1876,  an  action  was  commenced  by  the  plain 
tiff,  as  landlord,  before  a  justice  of  the  peace  to  obtain  posr  ^ 
session  of  real  estate  from  Henry  II.  and  Lewis  C.  Tallraadge-    ^ 
tenants  holding  over.     In  January,  1877,  before  the  decisioi 
of  the  justice,  the  tenants  obtained  a  writ  of  certiorari^  an( 
the  proceedings  in  this  way  were  removed  to  the  Circuit^^ 
Court.     In  that  court  the  plaintiif  moved  to  quash  the  writ::^ 
of  certiorari,  and  after  the  argument  of  the  motion  had  pro — 
•ceeded  to  some  extent,  the  presiding  justice,  on  the  3d  otT 
March,  1877,  certified  the  motion  to  be  heard  by  the  GeneraL 
Term  in  the  first  instance.     When  this  had  been  done  th^ 
plaintiflt' suggested  that  its  effect  will  be  injurious  to  il& 
interest,  "since  it  would  allow  the  tenants  to  remain  in  pos- 
session of  the  property  until  the  decision   by  the  GeneraL 
Term  without  any  security  for  the  payment  of  the  rent ;" 
and  the  presiding  justice,  on  application  of  the  plaintiff,  re- 
quired the  tenants  to  give  bond  to  secure  the  plaintiflf  against 
such  loss.    The  tenants,  with  the  defendant  Hosmer  as  surety, 
thereupon  executed  an  undertaking  in  the  following  words : 
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''In  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  District  of  Columbia. 

E  Charter  Oak  Life  Insurance  Co. 

vs. 
ENRY  H.  &  Lewis  C.  Tallmadxje. 


v.> 


"  On  motion  to  quash    Writ  of  Certiorarii  .J- 

^^  Whereas  the  motion  to  quash  the  writ  of  certiorari  in 
kis  case  was  ordered  by  the  court  at  special  term  to  be  cer- 
fied  for  hearing  in  the  General  Term  of  this  court,  and  the 
sfendants  were  ordered  to  give  security  for  the  payment 
E"  t:he  intervening  rents  of  the  premises  mentioned  in  the 
f  oceedings  in  the  cause,  and  such  damage  as  the  plaintiff 
^SLy  sustain  by  the  delay  in  the  hearing  of  said  motion  by 
^3^on  of  its  being  so  certified,  in  case  it  shall  be  decided  by 
-^e  court  in  General  Term  to  sustain  said  motion.  Now,there- 
3re,  we,  the  said  Henry  H.  Tallmadge,  Lewis  C.  Tallmadge 
t^d  A.  A.  Ilosmer,  do  hereby  undertake  and  aijfree  to  pay 
mi  to  the  plaintiff,  the  Charter  Oak  Life  Insurance  Company, 
11  intervening  rents  of  said  premises  and  all  damages  which 
^  Tiiay  sustain  by  reason  of  the  delay  in  so  certifying  said 
lotion  to  quash  the  writ  of  certiorari  to  the  General  Term 
^^  case  said  motion  shall  be  sustained  and  the  said  writ 
hashed  ;  but  in  case  the  court  in  General  Terra  shall  over- 
^l€  said  motion  then  this  obligation  shall  be  void. 
^^Witness  our  hands  this  3d  day  of  March,  1877. 

"Henry  II.  Tallmadge. 
"Lewis  C.  Tallmadge. 

"A.  A.  HoSMER." 

The  case  was  heard  in  the  General  Term,  and  the  motion 
^^  quash  was  sustained  on  the  7th  of  January,  1878,  and  the 
>laintiff  afterwards  obtained  possession  of  its  property. 

The  present  action  is  brought  against  the  tenants  and  the 

cietendant  Hosmer,  upon  the  undertaking  above  set  forth  to 

recover  the  amount  of  rent  alleged  to  have  been  lost  between 

^he3d  day  of  March,  1877,  and  the  7th  of  January,  1878. 

The  tenants  were  not  summoned,  and  the  present  proceed- 

^Qg  18  against  the  defendant  alone  as  surety  on  the  under- 
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The  declaration  contains  two  special  counts  ;  one  setti 
forth  the  undertaking  at  length,  and  the  other  alleging 
purport,  and  clainiing  for  the  breach  of  the  promise  to  mf 
good  the  damages  sustained  by  the  plaintiff  from  the  de 
incident  to  the  certifying  of  the  case  to  the  General  Ter 
it  also  contained  the  usual  money  counts.  The  defendi 
Hosmer  demurred  to  the  1st  and  2d  counts ;  there  ^ 
joinder  in  demurrer,  and  the  case  in  this  form  was  also  c 
tified  to  the  General  Term,  and  is  heard  now  in  the  f 
instance. 

The  right  to  recover  in  the  action  is  denied  by  the 
f endant,  upon  the  ground  that  the  court  below  had  no  po^ 
to  require  the  execution  of  such  an  undertaking,  and  the 
fore  that  no  action  can  be  sustained  against  the  defend: 
upon  it. 

In  our  opinion  the  point  is  well  taken. 

It  is  admitted  that  there  was  no  statutory  provig 
authorizing  the  court  to  require  security  to  be  gi 
where  a  case  is  certified  to  the  Special  Term  in  the  i 
instance.  The  court  below  in  making  such  certificate  s 
solely  upon  its  own  discretion,  irrespective  of  the  wishei 
the  parties  litigant.  The  justice  may  certify  the  case  to 
General  Term,  if  he  sees  fit,  against  the  remonstrance  of 
parties,  or  he  may  refuse  to  make  such  certtificate,  thoa 
all  the  parties  unite  in  asking  it.  There  is  no  guide  fori 
action  in  the  premises,  except  his  own  sense  of  judicial  pi 
priety.  We  see  no  more  warrant  for  the  requirement  ol 
bond  to  cover  any  losses  that  may  result  from  delay  in  t 
hearing  where  a  case  is  so  certified,  than  where  a  case 
simply  continued  from  one  day  in  the  term  to  another, 
from  one  term  to  another.  It  does  not  necessarily  follow  tl 
any  delay  will  result  from  certifying  the  case  to  the  Gene 
Term.  It  may  well  be  that  the  decision  may  be  haster 
by  such  certificate.  In  this  case  the  plaintiff  gained  1 
case  in  the  General  Term  ;  and  he  probably  obtained  a  fi 
decision  in  his  favor  more  promptly  than  he  would  hi 
done  if  the  court  below  had  decided  the  case,  and  it  1 
been  brought  to  the  General  Term  on  appeal. 
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Thg  authorities  cited   by  the  plaintifPs  attorneys  as  to 
the  obligation,  as  voluntary  undertakings,  of  bonds  informal 
for  want  of  compliance  with  statutory  requirements,  have  no 
application  to  this  case.    This  is  not  a  bond  under  seal,  but 
18 an  undertaking  in  parol,  exacted,  as  we  have  seen,  with- 
out any  statutory  authority,  or  any  general  rule  of  the  court 
to  support  it.     The  defendant,  therefore,  as  surety,  is  not 
estopped  to  set  up  the  want  of  consideration  for  the  contract 
alleged  in  the  declaration.     There   is  no  privity  between 
Wmself  and  the  plaintiff,  and  the  declaration  does  not  show 
open  its  face  a  consideration  legally  sufficient  to  support  a 
contract  between   the  defendant  and  the  plaintiff'.     That 
such  an  allegation  should  appear  on  the  face  of  the  declara- 
tion is  a  well-known  rule  of  pleading.     1  Chitty,  293. 

The  act  of  the  judge  below  in  certifying  the  case  did  not 
<^on8titute  any  consideration  as  against  the  defendant,  who 
^as  a  mere  surety,  and  not  originally  in  any  manner  indebted 
to  the  plaintiff',  and  who  could  not  possibly  be  benefited  or 
injured  by  the  action  of  the  justice  in  the  premises.  The 
provision  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia, section  800,  is  silent  as  to  any  power  to  exact  an  under- 
taking or  bond,  where  the  judge  in  his  discretion  sees  fit  to 
certify  the  case. 

This  section  is  the  whole  origin  and  foundation  of  the 
power  to  make  such  certificate  ;  and  as  the  court  has  no 
common  law  jurisdiction  in  the  matter,  it  cannot,  under  the 
exercise  of  an  implied  power,  require  the  execution  of  such 
an  undertaking  from  either  party  when  it  sees  fit  to  make 
such  certificate  of  its  own  motion.  1  Black.,  374,  Rice  vs. 
Railroad. 

The  undertaking  seems  to  have  been  framed  under  rule 
91  of  this  court.  But  it  is  obvious  on  its  face  that  the  rule 
^oly  applies  to  appeals,  and  cannot  be  extended  to  embrace 
a  certified  case  ;  and  it  has  been  decided  by  the  General 
Term  in  Bryan  vs.  Sanderson,  3  Mac  Arthur,  404,  that  under 
this  rule,  a  bond  is  only  required  where  the  appeal  is  to 
operate  as  a  supersedeas.  But  if  this  were  a  bond  under 
^^1,  it  is  doubtful  whether  it  would  have  been  good  against 
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the  defendant.  See  Tabor  vs.  United  States  ;  1  Story's  K.  ^- 
ports,  5,  Greathouse  vs.  Dunlap;  3  McLean^  SO,  Benedict  e:^^. 
Bray  2  California,  226. 

The  ruling  in  Motter  vs.  Primrose,  23  Md.,  484,  approaclm. 
more  nearly  to  the  question  before  us  than  any  case  we  ha^ 
seen.  There  the  lower  court  ordered  a  mandamus  to  iss 
against  the  defendants,  commanding  them  as  a  board 
managers  to  hold  an  election  at  a  designated  time, 
defendants  appealed  from  this  judgment,  as  they  w^ 
authorized  to  do  by  the  Maryland  law,  which  expressly  A  <5- 
clared  that  appeals  in  mandamus  cases  should  be  heard  in 
ference  to  others  in  the  court  of  appeals;  and  with  the  vii 
that  the  appeal  should  operate  as  a  supersedeas,  they  appli 
to  the  court  to  fix  the  penalty  of  the  appeal  bond  they 
posed  to  give.  This  the  court  below  refused  to  do,  upon  ti3.e 
ground  that  the  general  law  referring  to  the  subject  did  n-  -^^^ 
specially  authorize  an  appeal  bond  to  be  given  in  mandanm.  ^«x» 
cases.  This  decision  was  affirmed  by  the  court  of  appea--3-^ 
which  held  that  no  jurisdiction  was  committed  tothec"»-^^" 
cuit  courts  to  require  or  approve  a  bond  in  mandamus  casi 
in  the  absence  of  an  express  provision  of  law. 

It  may  well  be  that  the  result  of  certifying  the  motion 
quash  to  the  General  Terra  has  proved  hurtful  to  the  plaintL 
and  that  it  might  be  reimbursed  for  its  losses  if  this  coi 
could  enforce  a  recovery  upon  the  undertaking  improi 
by  the  court  below.     But  since  we  are  unable  to  find 
authority  in  the  court  to  require  the  undertaking,  we  must 
hold  that  there  can  be  no  recovery  as  against  the  defendatmt: ; 
and  the  demurrer  is  sustained. 
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Sallie  Wallingsford 

vs. 
William  H.  Bennett. 

At  Law.    No.  19,856. 

5  Decided  December  B,  1881. 

I  The  CiiUEP  Jdstice  and  Justices  Wtlh  and  Jamss  sittinir« 

^*  Section  797  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  ex- 
empting certain  property  of  the  liead  of  a  family  or  householder  from 
execution,  rests  upon  public  policy.    The  statute  whs  intended  for  the 
Pit>tection  and  preservation  of  the  family  notwithstanding  the  im- 
providence of  its  head,  and  an  executory  agreement  to   waive  its 
benefits  is  inoperative  and  void. 
^*  In  a  landlord's  proceeding  by  attachment  before  a  magistrate,  the  re- 
torn  of  that  officer  to  a  writ  of  certiorari  shpwed  that  a  writ  of  execution 
Qpou  a  Judgment  tn  personam  (unappealed  from)  had  issued  against 
9Qch  of  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  defendant  as  were  not  exempt 
from  execution. .  Held.  That  the  question  of  the  exempt  character  of  the 
pit>pcrty,  not  appearing  to  have  been  adjudicated  by  the  magistrate, 
might  be  raised  in  an  action  of  replevin  against  the  constable  for  seiz*- 
lug  the  floods. 
^-  Iteplevin  against  the  officer  will  lie  by  the  execution  debtor  when  his- 
eaceiupt  property  has  been  ievied  on. 

Statement  of  the  Case. 

This  was  an  action  of  replevin  brought  by  a  defendant  in 
execution  to  recover  certain  of  her  goods  and  chattels  levied 
^pon  by  a  constable  under  a  writ  of  execution  issued  by  a 
justice  of  the  peace  of  this  District  on  a  judgment  rendered 
^^  a  case  of  attachment  for  rent. 

The  facts  of  the  case  are  as  follows :  On  the  20th  of  March^ 
1878,  the  plaintiff,  Sallie  Wallingsford,  a  resident  of  the 
I^istidct  and  the  head  of  a  family,  leased  from  Frank  T. 
drowning,  trustee,  a  dwelling  house  situated  on  Missouri 
^^enue  in  this  city.  One  of  the  clauses  in  the  lease  signed 
^y  Mrs.  Wallingsford  was  as  follows  : 

**And  it  is  hereby  further  understood  and  agreed  between 
^he  parties  hereto,  that  said  party  of  the  second  part  shall, 
^*^<i  does  by  these  presents,  waive,  relinquish  and  release  all 
*^er  rights,  benefits  and  advantages  extended  to  her  as  tenant 
^^Mder  and  by  virtue  of  a  certain  act  of  Congress,  entitled 
-A.n  act  exempting  certain  property  of  debtors  in  the  Dis- 
*'^ict  of  Columbia  from  levy,  attachment  or  sale  and  execu- 
tion,' approved  February    ,  1867." 

-After  having  taken  possession  of  the  premises  under  the 
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lease,  the  plaintift* became  indebted  to  her  landlord  for  nine 
dollars  rent,  and  to  enforce  his  lien  for  this  rent  upon  sd 
of  the  tenant's  goods  and  chattels  as  were  upon  the  premis 
the  landlord  brought  suit  by  attachment  before  a  just 
of  the  peace.  The  writ  was  issued  on  the  26th  of  Ju 
1878,  and  the  property  having  been  attached,  Mrs.  Wallin; 
ford  appeared  and  defended  the  suit.  It  does  not  app^ 
whether  she  set  up  her  exemption  rights  as  a  defense  in  t 
proceeding  before  the  magistrate  or  whether  that  issue  v 
tried  by  him.  It  does  appear,  however,  that  on  the  1st 
August,  a  judgment  in  personam  for  ninety  dollars  and  cos 
and  condenmation  of  the  goods  attached  wre  rendered  agaL 
her.  Upon  that  judgment  there  was  issued  a  writ  of  exe 
tion,  not  in  rem  of  the  goods  attached  and  condemned, 
an  ordinary  writ  of  execution  in  personam,  as  follows : 

^  District  of  Columbia, 

"  County  of  Washington,  ss. 

"You  are  hereby  commanded,that  of  the  goods  and  chatt 
lands  and  tenements,  rights  and  credits,  50  far  as  the  same 
not  exempted  by  lata,  of  Sallie  Wallingsford,  being  in  I 
County  of  Washington,  you  cause  to  be  made  as  well  t 
sum  of  ninety  dollars  certain  debt,  on  interest  from  the  fij 
day  of  August,  1878,  as  the  sum  of  twenty  dollars  and  sixt- 
five  cents  ($20.65),  costs,  which  sums  were  recovered,  &c.,  I 
a  certain  Frank  T.  Browning,  trustee,  against  the  said  Sail 
Wallingsford  before  C.  S.  Bundy,  esq.,  one  of  the  justices  < 
the  peace  for  the  county  aforesaid,  on  the  first  day  of  Augos 
1871,  and  that  you  lawfully  account  for  those  sums  of  mon< 
within  twenty  days  from  the  date  hereof,  before  me,  t! 
subscriber,  and  also  all  additional  costs  thereon. 

*'  Hereof  fail  not  at  your  peril,  and  have  you  then  and  the 
this  writ. 

"  Given  under  my  hand  and  seal,  this  8th  day  of  Augu 
1878. 

[h.  s.]  «  C.  S.  Bundy,  J.  P. 

"  To  William  H.  Bennett,  Constable^  ■ 
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When  the  property  in  question  was  seized  by  the  constable 
under  this  writ,  Mrs.  Wallingsford  replevied  it  under  a 
writ  of  replevin  sued  out  of  this  court,  at  the  same  time 
filing  with  her  declaration  an  affidavit  as  required  by  section 
-815  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  District,  stating : 

First.  That  she  was  entitled  to  recover  possession  of  the 
chattels  proposed  to  be  replevied,  being  the  same  described 
in  the  declaration. 

Second.  That  the  defendant  has  seized  and  detains  the  same. 
Third.  That  the  said  chattels  were  not  subject  to  such 
seizure  or  detention,  and  were  not  taken  upon  any  writ  of 
replevin. 

A  plea  of  not  guilty  was  entered  by  the  defendant  con- 
stable and,  issue  having  been  joined,  the  case  came  up  for 
trial  before  the  court  below  on  the  following  agreed  state- 
«aent  of  facts : 

AGREED  STATEMENT  OF  FACTS. 

*'  It  is  hereby  stipulated  by  and  between  counsel  for  the 
"''espective  parties  hereto,  that  the  following  case  be  stated 
^or  the  opinion  of  the  court  in  the  nature  of  a  special  verdict. 
**  1.  That  the  goods  and  chattels  mentioned  in  the  declara- 
tion filed  in  this  case,  were  seized  by  the  defendant,  as  the 
8<X>ds  of  the  plaintiff,  under  and  by  virtue  of  a  writ  of  exe- 
"^^tion  issued  by  C.  S.  Bundy,  Esq.,  a  justice  of  the  peace  in 
^lid  for  the  District  of  Columbia,  on  a  judgment  rendered 
^  an  attachment  case  for  rent  in  a  case  then  pending  before 
^id  Bundy,  wherein  Frank  T.  Browning,  trustee,  was  plain- 
"tiff,  and  Sallie    Wallingsford,   the    plaintift'   herein,  was 
defendant,  said   writ  of  execution  being  directed  to  said 
defendant,  who  was  then,  and  still  is,  a  duly  qualified  con- 
stable in  and  for  said  District.     That  said  writ  of  execution 
18  now  on  file  .in  the  clerk's  office  of  this  court  with  other 
papers  in  the  case  of  Fra*k  T.  Browning,  Trustee,  vs,  Wall- 
ingsford, Law,  No.  19.905,  and  is,  together  with  all  the  papers 
'0  said  cause,  made  a  part  of  this  statement.    That  though 
*^id   writ  of  execution   purports  on  its  face  to  have  beea 
22 
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issaed  on  the  8th  day  of  August,  1878,  yet,  in  point  of  fa.<:5t, 
it  was  not  issued  until  the  9th  day  of  August,  1878. 

'^  2.  That  said  goods,  at  the  time  of  seizure  as  aforesaXd^ 
constituted  the  entire  household  furniture  of  the  plainti.  fi", 
of  the  class  raentioned  in  section  797  of  the  Revised  Statut^^s, 
and  did  not  exceed  the  sum  of  three  hundred  dollars  in  vali3.e 
And  the  plaintiff  herein,  at  the  time  of  said  seizure,  w^x&s^ 
and  still  is,  a  head  of  a  family  or  householder,  and  a  resident 
of  the  District  of  Columbia. 

"8.  That  the  lease  on  file  in  case  No.  19,905  at  law,  afore- 
mentioned, was  signed  by  the  plaintiff  therein,  and  is  fclie 
lease  under  which  the  plaintiff  herein  occupied  the  preraii 
upon  which  said  goods  and  chattels  were  seized  by 
defendant,  which  said  lease  was  used  as  evidence  before  sa.id 
Bundy  at  the  trial  had  before  him,  and  at  which  trial  judg- 
ment on  said  attachment  w^as  rendered,  and  the  said  exe<3H- 
tion  issued,  which  said  lease  is  made  a  part  of  this  statemei:^*" 

"4.  That  at  the  said  attachment  trial  had  before  ssi-W 
Bundy,  the  plaintiff  herein  appeared,  with  counsel,  2l,tx^ 
contested  against  a  judgment  being  rendered  on  said  attac3fa-- 
ment. 

'^5.  Judgment  to  be  entered  for  the  plaintiff' or  defend£3t«^* 
as  the  court  may  deem  lawful  under  the  above  state  of  faot'S* 
the  costs  to  follow  the  judgment,  and  both  parties  her^i^^ 
reserving  the  right  of  appeal,  and  of  any  other  remedjr  ^»^ 
law  or  equity,  the  same  as  if  the  said  judgment  had  bo^*^ 
regularly  entered  upon  the  verdict  of  a  jury." 

The  court  below  rendered  judgment  for  the  plaintiff,  frotxi 

which  the  defendant  appealed. 

Frank  T.  Browning  for  appellant  : 

In  the  first  place  it  has  been  laid  down  as  a  proposition    ^^ 
law  that  replevin  will  not  lie  to  take  goods  out  of  the  c 
tody  of  the  law.    Evans'  Practice,  p.  46,  Cromwell  vs.  Owia 
7  Har.  and  Johns.,  55. 

The  correctness  of  this  principle  has  been  disputed  8^-*^^ 
authorities  against  it  are  extant,  but  it  may  be  safely  said  tl^^ 
the  execution  debtor  cannot  replevy  goods  out  of  the  custody  ^^ 
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the  law.  2  Gr.  Ev.,  615  ;  Ringgold  vs.  Williamson,  4  Co., 
89  ;  Taylor  vs.  Carryl,  20  How.,  U.  S.,  595  ;  Freeman  vs. 
flCowe,  24  How.,  U.  S.,  456. 

is  claimed,  however,  that  since  the  statute  of  exemp- 
the  law  is  different,  and  that  the  execution  debtor  may 
re  j>lovy  exempt  property,  but  on  an  examination  of  the  author- 
ities it  will  be  seen  that  in  those  States  in  which  that  doc- 
tninke  is  held  it  is  under  construction  of  the  statute.  In 
P^rmsylvania,  Kentucky  and  Illinois  it  has  been  held  that 
^f®f>l^vin  is  not  the  proper  remedy  for  a  disregard  of  a  claim 
^*^cl<ir  exemptions.  Bonsell  vs.  Cowley,  8  Wr.,  442  ;  Ham- 
J^a^i:-  vs.  Fresi,  7  Harris,  253  ;  60  111.,  380;  and  see  Herman 
^n  ISxecution,  §173  ;  4  Cush.,  85  ;  7  Vt.,  465,  and  Reynolds 
^«.    Sallie,  2  B.  Mon.,  18. 

-A^^in,  in  the  present  case  the  plaintift'  waived  her  exemp- 

^^^"Tis.     The  authorities  cited  to  support  the  position  that 

^*^i^    waiver  was  inoperative,  will  be  found  to  be  based  on 

^^^t:.  cites.     On  the  other  hand  the  authorities  are  abundant 

^"^*-t;  the  exemption  being  a  statutory  privilege  which  the 

7^l>t:er  alone  can  avail  himself  of,  he  may,  if  he  elects,  waive 

^^-         Wells  on  Replevin,  §270  ;  Bowman  v.  Sunley,  21  Pa., 

1^— S  5  Lifies' Appeal, 2  Grant's  Cases,  197;  Smiley  «?y.  Bowman, 

rant's  Cassis,  132  ;  McCaiFrey  vs.  Wooden,  65  N.T.,  459 

ut  again,  exemptions  cannot  be  claimed,  when  an  execu- 

^^^^"^  is  levied  on  an  attachment,  after  judgment  and  order 

^*     ^Mile.     Herman  on  Executions,  §98  ;  State  vs.  Manley,  15 

•,  8  ;  Perkins  vs.  Bragg,  29  Ind.,  507  ;  16  Ind.,  49. 

inally,  this  question  as  to  the  plaintiff's  right  of  exemp- 

^^-^*^s  is  res  adjudicata^  for  that  question  was  in  issue  in  the 

^^^chment  case,  and  adjudged  against  the  plaintiff  herein 

^^^  th.it  decision  is  binding  and  could  not  be  inquired  into  in 

,^^  ^  action.     Freeman  vs.  Howe,  24  How.,  U.  S.,  457  ;  Per- 

\  vs.  Bragg,  29  Ind.,  507. 

RANKLiN  H.  Mackey  for  appellee  : 


IB 


ri  agreement  to  waive  the  benefit  of  the  exemption  law 
ot  binding.     So  decided  by  the  courts  of  last  resort  of 
^^  following  States : 
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New  York  :  Kneetle  vs.  Newcombe,  22  N.  Y.,  249  ;  Craw- 
ford vs.  Lockwood,  9  How.,  N.  Y.  Prac. 

Tennessee  :  Denny  vs.  White,  2  Caldw.,  288. 

Wisconsin  :  Maxwell  vs.  Reed,  7  Wis.,  683. 

Iowa  :  Curtis  vs.  O'Brien,  20  Iowa,  376. 

Kentucky  :  Moxley  vs.  Regan,  10  Bush.,  156. 

Texas  :  Ross  vs.  Lister,  14  Texas,  469. 

Louisiana  :  Levicks  vs.  Kuen,  9  Am.  Law  Reg.,  112. 

Indiana  :  Eltzroth  vs.  Webster,  16  Ind.,  21. 

By  the  authority  of  the  foregoing  cases  the  law  upon  this 
-subject  may  be  stated  as  follows  : 

1.  That  a  waiver  in  futuro  of  the  benefit  of  any  law  passes 
no  right. 

2.  That  the  right  given  by  the  Statute  of  Exemptions  to 
the  head  of  a  family  is  as  much  for  the  benefit  of  the  other 
members  of  the  family  as  himself,  and  that  he  has  no  power^ 
to  waive /or  them  this  right. 

8.  That  waivers  of  exemption  laws  are  against  public 
policy. 

4.  That,  independently  of  this  particular  policy,  it  is 
within  the  power  of  parties  to  give  by  their  contracts  an; 
other  cftect  to  judgments  and  executions  than  that  whicl 
the  law  attributes. 

I  have  been  unable  to  find  any  case  which   has  decirle^:^^ -^ 
that  where  the  benefit  of  the  exemption  law  is  given  to  t\m.  ^  .^ne 
head  of  a  family,  he  may  waive,  by  an  executory  agreemea^^:^-_^t 
the  benefit  of  that  law. 

As  to  the  remedy  :  it  is  not  disputed  that  trespass  d.  b.  ^  ^^ 
would  lie  in  this  case  ;  indeed  we  are  directed  to  tlx^r..E:iat 
action  as  the  proper  remedy.  But  the  authorities  g*-^  g'lrarc 
almost  as  numerous  as  the  books  of  reports  themselves  tK^i  ^-#hftt 
replevin  will  lie  wherever  trespass  de  bonis  asporiatis  will  lit  JT  lie. 
Cr.  C.  C.  39,  20  Johns,  465;  7  Johns,  140;  1  Wend.,  10C>_09; 
3  Zab.,  170  ;  12  Wend.,  39  ;  6  Halst.,  370  ;  23  Me.,  196  ;  ^  ;  4 
Mo.,  93  ;  1  Eng.  R.,  (Ark.)  21  ;  and  the  numerous  old  coBC«'<z)m- 
mon  law  authorities  cited  in  those  cases. 

It  is  settled  in  this  District  by  the  decision  in  Ringgor<z^'o/c? 
vs.  Williamson,  4  Cr.  C.  C,  39,  that  replevin  will  lie  whet^^ere 
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tbe  goods  of  a  party  not  the  execution  debtor  have  been 

ta^Icen  in  execution.    That  case  was  decided  before  the  pas- 

sag-e  of  the  exemption  laws,  and  every  argument  used  there 

to  sastain  the  right  of  a  third  party  to  replevy  his  goods 

when  taken  under  execution  against  another,  applies  with 

^qoal  force  since  the  enactment  of  this  beneficent  statute  to 

the  oase  of  a  debtor  in  execution  whose  exempt  property 

has  been  levied  upon.    In  both  cases  the  officer  takes  goods 

for  A?vhich  the  writ  gives  no  authority  :    "  There  cannot,  we 

thir:iVc,"  said  the  court  in  Williams  vs.   Miller,   16   Conn., 

147^     u  be  any  difference  in  the  law  applicable  to  the  levy 

^^n  excution  on  property  exempt  from   such  levy,  and 

*  ^^  'v-y  on  the  property  of  a  third  person,  not  the  execution 

^^^or ;  we  can  discover  no  difference  in  the  principle  that 

^^^  Id  apply  to  the  two  cases."    See  also  Wells  on  Replevin, 

^^^t:.i  ons  245,  248  and  Wash.  Law  Rep.,  Vol.  VHI,  No.  48. 

^lie  point  raised  by  the  defendant  that  the  question  of 

^     exempt   character  of  the  property  was  finally  adjudica- 

^^     upon  the  trial   before   the  magistrate,  and  cannot  be 

^^^ed  here  in   this  action,  is  sufficiently  answered  by  the 

^^t  that  such  adjudication  by  the  magistrate  is  not  shown 

i^   anything  in  the  record. 

The    Chief-Justice,  after    stating   the   case   as   above, 
^^livered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

In  examining  the  questions  of  law  presented  in  this  case 
^e  will  consider : 

First.  Whether  an  agreement  to  waive  the  benefit  of  the 
Exemption  law  is  binding. 

Second.  Whether  the  judgment,  unappealed  from,  ren- 
Tiered  by  the  magistrate  in  the  attachment  proceeding,  in 
^hich  the  question  of  the  exempt  character  of  the  property 
could  have  been  raised,  operates  as  such  a  final  adjudication 
of  that  question  as  to  prevent  its  being  considered  here. 

Third.  Whether  an  action  of  replevin  will  lie  by  a  debtor 
in  execution  against  the  officer  serving  the  writ,  when  the 
debtor's  exempt  property  has  been  seized  by  him. 

Section  797  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  District  of 
Columbia,  provides  that  certain  '^property,  being  the  prop- 
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^j  of  the  head  of  ^  family  or  householder  shall  be  exempt 
frojn  distraint,  attachment,  levy  and  sale  on  ezecation  or 
decree  of  any  coart  in  the  District." 

It  is  claimed  by  the  defendant  that  this  statute,  exempt- 
ipg  property  from  execution,  creates  in  the  plaintiff  merely 
a  privilege  to  be  exercised  for  his  benefit,  or  waived  in  the 
interest  of  the  defendant,  at  his  option,  and  that  the  stipu- 
lation in  the  lease,  viz.:  ''And  it  is  hereby  further  under- 
stood and  agreed  between  the  parties  hereto,  that  said  party 
of  the  second  party  shall,  and  does  by  these  presents  waives 
relinquish  and  release  all  her  rights,  benefits  and  advan- 
tages extended  to  her  as  tenant  under,  and  by  virtue  of 
a  certain  act  of  Congress,  entitled, '  An  act  exempting  cer- 
tain property  of  debtors  in  the  District  of  Columbia  from 
levy,  attachment  or  sale,  and  execution,  approved  February 
6th,  1867,'  "  constitutes  such  waiver. 

On  the  other  hand,  it  is  urged  by  the  plaintiff  that  the 
exemption  provided  by  the  statute,  is  an  injunction  in  the 
interest  of  public  economy,  and  beyond  the  contract  con- 
trol of  the  parties  to  an  executory  agreement.  Over  this 
question,  courts  have  divided  and  authorities  conflict.  Most 
of  the  authorities  justifying  the  power  of  the  parties  to 
supersede  the  law  by  express  contract,  antedate  the  history 
of  the  laws  exempting  property  from  execution,  and  ignore, 
as  we  think,  the  tone,  spirit  and  public  purpose  of  the  law. 
If  the  legislature  had  not  iutended  this  law  to  be  observed 
in  the  interest  of  the  public  welfare,  it  never  would  have 
been  enacted,  and  parties  would  have  been  left  where  the 
law  found  them,  to  exercise  their  pei'sonal  discretion  in  the 
disposition  of  the  subject  by  contract.  The  objective  pur- 
pose and  provision  of  the  law  is  the  household  and  the 
family,  and  the  necessities  and  conveniences  of  the  family 
community,  as  an  important  if  not  the  most  important  in- 
tegral element  of  the  State.  Evidently  the  law  maker  had 
the  preservation  of  the  integrity  of  the  family  as  the  chief 
purpose  ;  the  law  maker  was  providing  against  its  dispcRsion 
and  extinction,  seeking  to  protect  families  and  communities 
from  vagrancy,  poor-houses  and  prisons,  recognizing  the  ini- 
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portant  fact  that  indastrie^i  economies  and  public  order^ 
take  root  in  the  family.  Yet  it  is  evident  from  the  nature 
of  the  statute  and  the  subject  it  treats  of,  that  the  legislas 
ture  was  not  making  law  for  the  benefit  or  to  the  prejudice 
of  the  head  of  a  family,  but  a  law  for  the  protection  and 
preservation  of  the  family,  notwithstanding  the  improvi* 
<lencc  of  its  head.  This  view  of  the  office  of  this  law  is 
atrengthened  by  the  provision  of  section  798.  The  leading 
^case  in  support  of  the  view  that  the  statute  under  considera- 
t;ioQ  is  a  statute  in  the  public  interest,  and  may  not  be 
rperseded  by  the  executory  contract  of  the  head  of  a  family, 
found  in  the  22d  N.  T.  Rep.,  Kneetle  vs.  Newcomb  et  al., 
p.  249,  the  unanimous  decision  of  the  court  of  appeals  of 
'^Iiat  State  delivered  when  that  court  was  in  its  best  state. 
I  refer  to  it  not  only  as  hi^h  authority  in  itself,  but  for  the 
-^3chaustive  and  unanswerable  reasons  of  Judge  Denio,  de- 
livering the  opinion  which  I  adopt  as  my  own.  If  correct 
^'^  this  view,  the  stipulation  in  the  lease  subjecting  the 
l^x*operty  to  execution  is  against  public  policy  and  void, 
is  view  of  the  question  is  supported  by  the  highest 
1  rts  of  the  States  of  Wisconsin,  Tennessee,  Iowa,  Kentucky, 
,  Louisiana  and  Indiana, 
t  is  urged  again  that  the  plaintiff  cannot  sustain  the 
ion  and  avail  herself  of  the  exemption  laws,  for  the 
son  that  by  the  judgment  of  the  magistrate  in  the 
^^achment  suit,  this  question  was  tinally  adjudicated  and 
y  not  be  revived  or  reviewed  here.  If  the  premises  are 
irrect  the  conclusion  follows.  Unfortunately  for  the  en- 
'^^.^^litenment  of  the  question,  the  issues  tried  by  the  magis- 
y^**«^te  do  not  find  explanation  in  the  record.  His  judicial 
cjuiry  is  conducted  without  pleading,  which,  in  this  court, 
<^Qld  define  the  issues  heard  and  determined  and  which 
aid  enlighten  judgment  here.  We  are,  therefore,  left  to 
I'erence  as  to  what  was  decided  in  detail,  from  what  was 
pressly  determined  in  result.  What  the  court  did  was  to 
nder  a  judgment  of  condemnation  of  the  property  attached, 
^d  a  judgment  in  personam  for  ninety  dollars  and  costs,  and 
an  interpretation  of  what  he  had  done,  sent  out  an  execu- 
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tion  against  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  defendant 
exempt  from  execution.  In  the  absence  of  any  other  explai 
tion  of  what  was  determined  in  fact,  the  issue  made  h 
was  not  determined  there.  Our  province  here  in  this  bell 
is  to  find  out  what  was  done,  rather  than  what  ought 
have  been  done.  This  rule  is  the  only  safe  one,  especu 
when  brought  into  application  to  inferior  courts  not 
record. 

This  disposition  of  the  two  questions  already  considei 
brings  us  to  the  consideration  of  the  only  remaining  qv 
tion  in  this  case,  namely,  is  the  process  of  replevin  availa 
to  the  plaintiff,  who  is  also  the  defendant  in  the  execut: 
under  which  the  property  was  taken?  In  resolving  t 
question,  we  are  invited  to  an  examination  of  the  statu 
section  815,  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  District,  p 
viding  that  a  writ  of  replevin  as  a  remedial  process  c 
only  issue  upon  the  authority  of  the  affidavit  of  the  pla: 
tift*,  his  agent,  or  attorney.  The  third  clause  of  the  sai 
section  also  provides  that  it  shall  appear  by  the  afiida' 
upon  which  its  issuance  is  predicated,  "  that  the  chatt 
were  not  subject  to  such  seizure  or  detention,  and  were  e 
taken  upon  a  writ  of  replevin." 

This  statute  declaring  the  necessity  and  defining  the  st 
stance  of  the  affidavit  declares  and  defines  the  functions  of  t 
writ  in  this  respect.  It  cannot  issue  to  recover  the  poss 
sion  of  property  subject  to  seizure  on  execution,  or  prope: 
in  the  custody  of  a  writ  of  replevin.  From  the  language 
these  statutes  we  are  left  to  conclude  that  the  writ 
replevin  may  be  employed  in  all  other  cases  relating  to  p 
existing  process.  Was  this  property  subject  to  seizure  up 
execution?  Section  797,  before  referred  to  enlightened 
the  agreed  facts  in  this  case,  makes  it  conclusive  that  it  v 
not  subject  to  seizure.  It  is  not  pretended  that  it  was  tak 
by  virtue  of  a  writ  of  replevin.  The  statute  is  decisive 
the  question,  and  the  argument  might  close  here,  but  it 
seriously  claimed  by  counsel  that,  although  exempt  frc 
levy,  it  was,  nevertheless,  taken  in  execution,  and  there 
transferred  to  the  custody  of  the  law.     That  to  disturb  tl 
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cugtody  of  the  law^  woald  be  in  contempt  of  the  writ  of 
execQtion^  and  the  judicial  authority  of  the  court  that 
isBued  ity  demoralizing  the  authority  of  the  court  and  the 
integrity  of  the  writ.    To  my  mind  this  involves  a  miscon- 
ception of  the  rale  invoked  to  defeat  the  appropriate  powers 
of  the  writ  of  replevin.   The  rule  insisted  upon  contemplates 
a  case  where  the  property  is  within  the  scope  and  power  of 
the  execution,  and  where  the  remedy  for  the  abuse  of  the 
power  and  process  may  be  obtained  in  the  forum  issuing  the 
writ.    In  the  case  before  us,  under  the  express  limitations 
of  the  execution,  the  defendant  was  authorized  to  levy  upon 
goods  and  chattels  of  the  plaintiff  not  exempt  from  execution- 
As  is  shown  by  the  agreed  statement  of  facts,  the  property 
in  controversy  was  exempt  from  execution  and  not  within 
the  mandate  of  his  writ,  thus  fixing  upon  the  officer,  de- 
fendant, the  contempt  of  his  process  and   its  authority, 
instead  of  the  plaintiff.    The  law  does  not  acquire  possession 
of  property  by  trespass  or  wrong,  and  it  is  no  infraction  of 
Its  dignity  to  surrender  property  that  may  have  strayed 
into  the  keeping  of  its  officers  without  authority  of  its 
Pi^ess.     To  hold  any  other  view  would  be  to  hold  that  the 
'^Jured  party  was  without  adequate  remedy.    It  is  no  suffi- 
^^ent  answer  that  the  plaintiff  may  have  redress  by  the  action 
^*  trespass,  or  by  bill  in  chancery.     While  such  remedies  i^re 
^^^^g  discussed  in  the  courts,  the  family  is  despoiled  of  the 
*^^^S8e88ion  and  use  of  the  essential  means  which  the  law  has 
*^*^vided  for  its  preservation  and  comfort. 
The  judgment  below  is  affirmed. 
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Thb  District  of  Columbia 

The  Baltimore  k  Potomac  R.  R.  Co. 
At  Law.    No.  16,783. 

5  Decided  Dxo.  80, 1881. 

I  The  Chisp  Justiob  and  JoBtiees  Haonke  and  Jaios  slttiaf. 

I .  Where  a  municipality  is  mulcted  in  damages  for  Injuries  received  l^ 
a  party  in  falling  into  an  excavation  made  by  a  railroad  comfMiDy  6k 
one  of  its  streets,  the  latter  is  liable  over  for  the  amount  paid. 

3.  Where  a  party  liable  over  has  been  duly  vouched  to  appear  and  defend 
the  suit,  but  fails  to  do  so,  he  is  bound  by  the  facts  which  mu8t  luiTe 
been  found  by  the  Jury  to  justify  their  verdict,  and  he  will  not  be 
permitted  to  show  the  contrary  in  an  action  over  against  him. 

3.  A  municipality  charged  with  the  duty  and  power  to  grade  and  alter 
the  streets  of  its  city  Is  not  answerable,  in  the  performance  of  soeh 
work,  for  Injury  resulting  to  a  citizen,  unless  negligence  be  shown. 

4.  But  it  is  otherwise  with  a  private  corporation,  who  is  liable  like  tnj 
other  private  person  making  a  specially  authorized  but  extraordintijr 
use  of  a  public  street. 

fi.  Such  uses  of  public  streets  by  private  persons  are  lawful  only  bectoM 
specially  authorized,  and  while  so  conducted  as  ro  be  harmless  to 
others,  but  they  become  trespasses  whenever  injury  occurs,  wlietbcsr 
resulting  from  negligence  or  not 

6.  Evidence,  therefore,  by  such  a  defendant  to  show  all  possible  eire 
and  diligence  if  unaccompanied  by  any  assertion  of  responsibility  oo 
the  part  of  another,  or  of  want  of  care  on  the  part  of  the  person  in- 
jured, should  be  excluded  as  immaterial  to  the  issue. 

7.  The  fact  that  a  municipality  grants  to  a  private  person  the  riglit  to 
engage  in  extraordlnar}"  work  upon  its  streets  does  not  deprive  tbe 
municipality  of  the  right  to  recover  over  against  such  person  tbo 
amount  which  it  (the  municipality)  has  been  compelled  to  pay  to  ft 
citizen  injured  by  reason  of  such  work. 

^.  Nor  will  the  fact  that  the  action  was  brought  by  the  injured  par^ 
against  the  municipality  instead  of  directly  against  the  person  engaged 
in  such  work  enable  the  latter,  in  an  action  over  against  it,  to  set  np 
absence  of  negligence  as  a  defence  on  the  ground  that  the  municipaliQ^ 
granted  permission  to  do  the  work.  The  effect  of  such  a  grant  being 
only  to  prevent  the  grantee  from  being  a  trespasser  in  the  bare  actw 
breaking  up  the  street ;  but  it  gives  no  exemption  from  liability  for 
injury  resulting  to  others  in  the  execution  of  the  work. 

^.  As  stated  in  the  exception,  the  defendant's  offer  was  ^'to  prove  tliftt 
the  defendant  company  totu  under  no  obligation  to  erect  barricades.'* 

Jleldy  That,  as  so  stated,  this  was  simply  an  offer  to  establish  by  evidenoe 
before  the  jury  a  proposition  of  law  as  to  the  defendant's  liability  snd 
was  properly  rejected. 

10.  It  seems  that  when  a  party  has  been  compelled  by  the  default  of  an- 
other (who  was  primarily  liable)  to  pay  damages  for  injuries  received* 
he  may  recover  in  an  action  over,  the  entire  amount  paid,  with  intereit 
and  costs  of  both  suits. 

The  Cass  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 
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RiDDLB  AND  MujiBR  for  plaintiff. 

Enoch  Tottbn  for  defendant 

Mr.  Justice  Haonbe  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  conrt. 

In  1878,  William  Barnes  recovered  a  judgment  against 
^He  District  of  Columbia  for  $8,500  and  costs,  for  injuries 
•^stained  by  him  in  falling  into  an  unguarded  excavation  in 
K  street,  in  the  city  of  Washington.  This  judgment  was 
affirmed  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  and  in 
April,  1876,  the  District  authorities  paid  to  Barnes  the 
^cioant  of  the  judgment,  with  $652.26  for  interest,  and 
♦178.09  costs  of  suit. 

In  November,  1876,  the  District  of  Columbia  brought  the 
pi'esent  suit  to  recover  from  the  railroad  company  the  sum 
^hu8  paid  to  Barnes. 

The  declaration  recites  the  former  recovery  against  the 
•*^i8trict,*and  charges  in  substance  that  the  excavation  into 
^hich  Barnes  fell  was  made  by  the  railroad  company  in  con- 
^ructing  a  tunnel  for  their  railroad  along  K  street ;  that  it 
^as  the  duty  of  the  company  to  guard  the  work  so  as  to 
•^cure  persons  passing  from  accident  by  reason  of  the  exca- 
^<ttioD,  and  that  Barnes  fell  into  it  and  was  injured  because 
the  railroad  company  had  left  it  open  and  unprotected.  It 
^Vers  a  promise  and  undertaking  on  the  part  of  the  cofnpany 
^  repay  the  money  which  the  District  had  been  compelled 
^»  pay  in  discharge  of  the  judgment,  and  contains  the  com- 
*>iou  counts  for  money  paid,  4c. 

The  verdict  was  for  the  District,  and  the  railroad  company 
brings  the  case  here  on  an  exception  which  presents  for 
examination  several  rulings  of  the  judge  below. 

First.  At  the  trial  of  the  present  case,  the  District  offered 
in  evidence  the  pleadings  and  judgment  in  the  Barnes  case, 
and  proceeded  to  show  the  payment  of  the  judgment  by  the 
District ;  that  Barnes  received  the  injury  by  falling  into  the 
excavation  made  for  the  tunnel ;  and  that  before  the  trial 
of  the  Barnes  case,  notice  was  served  upon  the  proper  officers 
of  the  railroad  company,  requiring  and  requesting  the  com- 
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pany  to  appear  and  defend  the  suit.     And  the  District  of 
Columbia  there  rested. 

The  railroad  company  thereupon,  says  the  exception,  asked 
the  court  to  "  decide  that  neither  privity  nor  the  relation  of 
superior  and  inferior  existed  between  the  B.  &  P.  R.  R.  Com- 
pany and  the  District  of  Columbia  as  to  the  matters  and 
things  involved  in  this  action,  and  that  this  action  could  not 
be  maintained  against  the  said  company  upon  the  pleadings 
and  facts  in  the  case.  But  the  court  refused  to  declare  the 
law  as  requested  and  held  and  decided  that  the  railroad  com- 
pany was  liable  in  this  suit  upon  the  state  of  facts.  To 
which  ruling  an  exception  was  noted  at  the  time." 

Assuming  that  this  ruling  is  properly  before  us,  we  see  no 
reason  to  doubt  that  the  court  was  right  in  refusing  "to 
decide,^^  as  requested  by  the  railroad  company.  The  question 
of  "  superior  and  inferior,"  is  in  no  degree  involved  in  the 
present  inquiry.  There  was  no  pretense  that  the  railroad 
company  had  been  employed  by  the  municipality  to  execute 
the  work,  and  was  thus  only  the  servant  of  the  District  in 
its  performance.  Nor,  on  the  other  hand,  was  it  contended 
that  the  railroad  company,  by  any  form  of  agreement,  had 
shifted  its  liability  in  the  premises  upon  any  contractor  who 
had  by  stipulation  or  effect  of  law  become  answerable  in  its 
stead.  And  even  if  the  latter  position  had  been  assumed, 
it  would  have  been  untenable. 

In  the  cases  of  Chicago  vs,  Robbins,  2  Black,  and  Robbins 
V8,  Chicago,  4  Wall.,  670,  it  appeared  that  a  lot  owner  had 
employed  a  contractor  to  erect  a  large  building  ;  that  in  the 
course  of  its  erection  an  area  was  excavated  in  the  sidewalk 
into  which  there  fell  afoot  passenger  who  recovered  damages 
against  the  city,  which  in  turn  sought  to  recover  from  the 
lot  owner,  Robbins,  the  amount  of  the  judgment.  Robbins 
distinctly  relied  upon  the  nature  of  the  contract  as  exonera- 
ting him  and  fixing  the  liability  upon  his  contractor.  But 
the  Supreme  Court  in  the  case  in  2  Black,  427,  say  that, 
without  disputing  the  doctrine  of  respoyideat  superior  2&^ 
abstract  proposition,  they  "  cannot  see  that  it  is  applicable  to 
this  case."    "  This  area  when  it  was  begun  was  a  lawful  work, 
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ind,  if  properly  cared  for,  it  would  always  have  been  lawful ; 
>ut  it  was  suffered  to  remain  uncovered,  and  thereby  became 

naisance,  and  the  owner  of  the  lot,  for  whose  benefit  it  is 
Qade,  is  responsible.  He  cannot  escape  liability  by  letting 
•at  work  like  this  to  a  contractor  and  shift  responsibility  on 
ohinij  if  an  accident  occurs." 

What  was  "  held  and  decided"  by  the  court  below,  after 
^fusing  the  defendant's  request,  appears  to  be  within  the 
mns  in  which  the  liability  of  a  municipality  in  a  case  like 
;he  present,  has  been  correctly  stated. 

In  4  Wall.,  672,  Mr.  Justice  (Miftbrd  uses  this  language  : 
*  Preliminary  to  that  part  of  the  charge  which  is  the  subject 
of  complaint,  the  court  remarked  that  although  municipal 
corporations  were  primarily  liable  for  injuries  occasioned  by 
obstroctions  or  defects  in  their  streets  or  sidewalks,  they  yet 
might  have  a  remedy  over  against  the  party  who  was  in 
fault  and  who  had  so  used  the  street  or  sidewalk  as  to  pro- 
duce the  injury.  Instruction  was  then  given  to  the  effect 
that  if  the  defendant  knew  that  the  suit  was  pending  and 
cooldhave  defended  it,  and  it  was  through  his  fault  that  the 
party  was  injured,  he  was  concluded  by  the  judgment  recov- 
wed  against  the  corporation.  Express  notice,  said  the  pre- 
riding  justice,  was  not  required,  nor  was  it  necessary  that  the 
officers  of  the  corporation  should  have  notified  him  that  they 
would  look  to  him  for  indemnity.  Just  exception  certainly 
cannot  be  taken  to  those  instructions,  as  they  are  in  precise 
accordance  with  what  this  court  decided  in  this  case  when  it 
'^as  before  the  court  on  the  former  occasion." 

Second.  The  defendant  then  made  several  olfera  of  evidence, 
Jl of  which  were  excluded,  and  we  are  asked  to  decide  upon 
ihe  propriety  of  its  exclusion. 

Ist.  The  railroad  company  oftered  evidence  "  tending  to 
4ow  that  the  work  of  the  construction  of  the  tunnel  had 
^n  done  in  a  skillful  manner,  and  that  every  reasonable 
precaution  had  been  used,  and  every  care  taken  by  the  said 
^Iroad  company  and  its  ofliicers  and  agents  to  prevent  acci- 
dents to  persons  and  property;''  "that  the  excavation  was 
kept  well  barricaded  and  protected  ; "  and  "  that,  in  fact,  the 
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defendant  corporation  and  its  agents,  servants  and  w< 
exercised  all  the  care,  skill  and  prudence  possible  an 
circumstances  to  prevent  accidents  during  the  prog 
the  work." 

In  our  opinion  this  testimony  was  properly  rejecte 
purpose  was  to  show  to  the  jury  an  absence  of  neglige 
the  part  of  the  railroad  company,  as  evinced  by  the  i 
of  all  possible  care  on  the  part  of  its  servants  iu  tl 
struction  of  the  tunnel. 

But  this  very  point  had  already  been  conclusively 
against  the  company  in  the  previous  suit  which  the  i 
company  had  been  duly  vouched  to  appear  to  and  def 

There  could  have  been  no  recovery  against  the.  Dis 
the  Barnes  suit,  except  upon  the  distinct  proof  of  negl 
since  a  municipality  charged  with  the  duty  and  pc 
grade  and  alter  the  streets  of  a  city  is  not  answers 
injury  resulting  to  a  citizen  in  the  performance  of  sue! 
unless  it  be  shown  that  its  agents  were  guilty  of  neg 
in  the  discharge  of  this  public  duty.  Barnes  acco 
charged  expressly  in  his  declaration  that  the  District 
ities  permitted  and  allowed  K  street  between  6th  a 
streets  s.  e.,  to  remain  in  a  dangerous  and  unsafe  coi 
not  barricaded,  and  without  light  or  other  signal 
warning  to  the  wayfarer  of  the  deep  and  dangerous  < 
tion  in  the  street,  and  that  in  consequence  of  sue 
gross  negligence,  the  plaintiff  fell  into  the  opening  a 
tained  the  injuries  complained  of. 

The  excavation  described  was  that  made  by  the  i 
company  in  the  construction  of  their  tunnel.  Wi 
work  the  city  government  had  nothing  whatever  to  dc 
company  alone  were  constructing  it,  and  it  was  inc 
upon  them  to  guard  it  and  prevent  its  becoming  a  n 
by  being  unprotected,  at  their  peril.  If  the  compj 
properly  barricaded  it,  or  warned  persons  off  by  prope 
no  accident  could  have  happened,  no  negligence  cou 
been  established  against  the  city,  and  there  could  ha 
no  recovery  against  it. 

The  question  of  negligence  was  the  cardinsll  all-im 
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point  fur  the  determination  of  that  jury,  and  the  railroad 
oompany  was  solicited  to  appear  at  that  trial  and  show,  if  it 
conld,  that  it  had  placed  proper  guards  or  barricades  at  the 
spot,  or  proper  signal  lights  to  give  warning  of  the  danger. 
After  full  notice  "  it  kept  silent  when  it  should  havespK)ken^ 
and  it  cannot  now  be  allowed  to  speak  when  it  should  keep 
silent."  The  verdict  of  the  jury  was  a  distinct  finding  of 
negligence  on  the  part  of  the  railroad  company,  the  author 
of  the  nuisance,  and  was  therefore  a  formal  determination 
that  the  company  did  not  exercise  proper  care  in  conducting 
and  guarding  the  work,  and  that  the  injury  resulted  from 
their  fault  ;  "and  if  it  was  through  his  (its)  fault  that  the 
party  was  injured  he  (the  company)  was  concluded  by  the 
judgment  recovered  against  the  corporation."    4  Wall.,  672. 

If  the  company  had  been  a  formal  co-defendant  to  the 
Barnes  case,  it  could  not  be  contended  that  the  verdict 
would  not  have  been  conclusive  against  it  on  this  point,  and 
such  was  effectively  its  position  after  notice  to  appear  and 
defend  the  suit. 

"Persons  notified  of  the  pendency  of  a  suit  in  which  they 
we  directly  interested,  must  exercise  reasonable  diligence  in 
protecting  their  interests,  and  if,  instead  of  doing  so,  they 
wilfally  shut  their  eyes  to  the  means  of  knowledge  which 
they  know  are  at  hand  to  enable  them  to  act  elliciently, 
they  cannot  subsequently  be  allowed  to  turn  round  and  evade 
the  consequences  which  their  own  conduct  and  negligence 
have  superinduced."    4  Wall.,  674. 

Without  going  further  in  the  expression  of  an  opinion  as 
to  the  extent  to  which  the  judgment  of  Barnes  vs.  The  Dis- 
trict is  conclusive  against  the  defendant,  than  is  now  re- 
quired, we  do  not  doubt  that  it  must  be  held  to  have  such 
effect  at  least  to  the  extent  spoken  of  in  10  Gray,  496,  City 
of  Boston  vs.  Worthington  :  "  The  judgment  recovered  by 
Southwick  against  these  defendants  is  therefore  conclusive 
^inst  them  on  three  points — that  the  highway  in  Congress 
square  was  defective  ;  that  Southwick  was  injured  there 
^hile  using  due  care,  and  that  he  suffered  to  the  extent  of 
$10,000."    This  was  a  case  where  the  party  sued  over  by 
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the  city  defended  upon  the  ground  that  he  was  only  the  les- 
see of  the  premises,  and  as  such  was  not  bound  to  keep  up  8 
railing  about  the  cellar  door. 

The  offer  we  are  examining  in  the  case  at  bar  was  unem- 
barrassed by  any  such  considerations,  since  it  was  not  sug- 
gested therein  that  Barnes  was  not  exercising  proper  caution 
— that  the  company  did  not,  aloncy  make  the  excavation,  oi 
that,  if  any  negligence  existed  it  was  not  solely  the  negli- 
gence of  the  company. 

2d.  But  we  are  further  of  the  opinion,  since  the  sole  pur- 
pose of  the  offer  was  to  show  that  the  defendant  company 
was  not  guilty  of  negligence,  (unaccompanied  by  any  claim 
of  responsibility  on  the  part  of  others  for  that  negligence,  ii 
any  existed,  or  of  want  of  due  care  on  the  part  of  the  person 
injured),  the  evidence  mi^ht  well  have  been  excluded  upon 
the  further  ground  of  its  immateriality  to  the  issue. 

The  defendant  is  not  a  municipality,  a  department  of  the 
governing  power,  but  it  simply  occupies  the  position  of  any 
private  person  making  an  extraordinary  use  of  a  public  street, 
engaged  in  a  work  which  is  lawful  only  because  specially  au- 
i  thorized,  and  while  bo  conducted  as  to  be  harmless  to  others. 
/  but  which  beconics  a  trespass  whenever  injury  occurs,  whether 
'  it  result  from  negligence  or  not.  The  rule  is  otherwise,  as  we 
have  seen,  with  respect  to  a  nmnicipality  ;  but  in  a  trial  by 
the  injured  party  against  this  private  corporation,  the  ques- 
tion of  its  negligence  is  not  involved,  and  it  would  not  be 
excused  from  responsibility  merely  by  showing  an  absence ot 
negligence.  The  law  governing  this  question  is  well  ex- 
pounded in  Baltimore  &  Potomac  K.  R.  Co.  vs.  Reaney,  42 
Md.,  131.  In  that  case  the  present  defendant,  under  th* 
authority  of  its  charter,  and  of  an  ordinance  of  the  citj 
government,  constructed  a  tunnel  under  the  bed  of  Wilsoa 
street,  in  Baltimore  city.  The  plaintiff  sued  to  recover 
damages  to  his  house  caused  by  the  excavation  of  the  streetl 
which,  as  he  alleged,  weakened  the  foundation  of  an  adjoinc 
ing  house,  near  the  tunnel,  connected  with  the  wall  of  the 
plaintiff's  house  by  iron  girders,  and  caused  a  settling  whic^ 
cracked  the  walls  and  otherwise  injured  the  house. 
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As  the  Maryland  charter  then  invoked  by  the  company  is 
identical  with  that  now  relied  on,  and  the  ordinance  of  the 
city  of  Baltimore  closely  resembles  that  passed  by  the  au- 
thorities of  the  District  of  Colnmbia,  the  decision  of  the 
<»art  of  last  resort  in  Maryland  upon  the  defenses  then  urged 
by  the  company  is  entitled  to  especial  weight,  apart  from 

the  learning  of  the  court  and  the  evident  good  sense  of  the 
reavsoning. 

The  court  says  :  *'The  appellants  having  authority  to  con- 
struct the  tunnel,  they  contend  that  any  damage  the  appel- 
lee may  have  suffered  to  his  house,  by  reason  of  the  excava- 
tion of  the  street,  is  damnum  absque  injuria,  and  that  no 
right  of  recovery  exists,  unless  it  be  shown  that  the  power 
delegated  to  the  appellants  has  been  illegally  or  negligently 
exercised.    To  this,  however,  we  do  not  assent. 

"In  this  (iase,  the  jury  have  found  that  the  property  of 
the  appellee  has  been  injured  to  the  extent  of  $3,000,  and  it 
would  be  a  reproach  to  the  law  if  the  courts  were  required 
to  determine  that  it  was  a  case  of  damnum  absque  injuria, 
that  there  was  no  redress  for  such  a  wrong. 

"As  against  a  municipal  government,  in  the  careful  exer- 
cise of  its  right  and  power  to  grade,  change  and  improve 
the  street,  there  could  be  no  cause  of  action  for  any  un- 
avoidable injury  done  ;  but  as  against  the  appellants,  a  pri- 
Wo  corporation  in  nowise  connected  with  the  municipal 
government,  obtaining  authority  to  use  the  streets  in  an 
extraordinary  manner  for  its  own  private  purposes  and  profit, 
the  case  is  quite  different.  As  against  such  party,  the  owner 
^f  a  plot  of  ground,  with  a  building  thereon,  bounding 
^^  a  street,  is  entitled  to  the  natural  support  which  the 
"^d  of  the  street  may  afford  to  the  foundation  of  his  house. 
And  notwithstanding  authority  may  have  been  obtained  both 
***om  the  city  and  State  legislature  to  make  the  extraordi- 
^^0'  use  of  the  street,  yet  that  authority  must  he  exercised 
^^  the  peril  of  the  party  to  whom  it  is  delegated  ;  and  if  any 
^^jury  accrues  to  private  property  in  the  exercise  of  the 
power,  the  party  producing  it  must  be  held  liable.  If,  as  we 
*^ve  seen,  the  injury  be  produced  by  the  careless  or  negli- 
23 
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gent  exercise  of  the  authority,  then  there  can  be  no  questioo 
of  the  liability  ;  but  if  due  care  be  exercised,  and  the  in- 
jury is  the  natural  and  inevitable  result  or  consequence  of 
the  doing  the  act  authorized  to  be  done,  then,  in  a  case  like 
\,  the  present,  the  party  doing  the  act  and  producing  the  in- 

y  X  jury  must  indemnify  the  sufferer.  That  there  was  no  negli- 
gence or  want  of  care  in  doing  the  work,  is  no  answer  in  a 
case  like  this. 

"That  the  excavation  of   the  street  for  the  tunnel  was 
lawful  and  done  in  a  lawful  manner  at  the  time,  can  consti- 
tute no  defense  to  this  action,  if  damages  actually  resulted 
,  from  the  work.     There  are  many  cases  in  which  an  act  may 
;  be  perfectly  lawful  in  itself,  and  will  continue  to  be  so,  until 
I  damage  has  been  done  to  the  property  or  person  of  another ; 
V  but  *  from  the  moment  such  damage  arises,  the  act  becomes 
unlawfulTand  an  action  is  maintainable  for  the  injury.    Thi* 
is  the  case  where  a  man  sinks  mines  and  makes  excavations 
in  his  own   land,  doing  no  damage  in  the  first  instance  to 
his  neighbor,  but  subsequently  causing  his  neighbor's  land  or 
his  house  to  slide  down  into  the  excavation.'" 

And  the  court  proceeds  at  length  to  justify  its  position  tpj 
reference  to  adjudged  English  cases  of  authority,  fully  sixs* 
taining  the  opinion. 

The  rights  of  private  individuals  are  not  to  be  sacrific^^ 
needlessly  to  an  act  of  incorporation.     To  the  sufferer  it   ^* 
unimportant  whether  his  property  or  his  person  has  beon 
^    injured  by  one  or  more  persons  acting  in  their  individual 
capacity,  or  by  the  same  persons  carrying  on  a  similar  busi- 
ness under  a  corporate  name,  which  the  legislature,  at  tb^"*^ 
own  solicitation,  has  allowed  them  to  adopt  solely  for  thei'' 
private  advantage.     A  railroad  may  perfectly  well  be  bui^** 
and  used   by  a  single  individual,  as  was  the  case  with  tb^ 
earliest  railroads  in  England,  and  probably  is  the  case  in  sotn^ 
instances  there  and  in  this  country  at  the  present  time.     I^ 
was  competent  for  Congress  to  empower  a  single  individual  ^ 
excavate  K  street  for  the  construction  of  a  tunnel  forarail- 
road.     That  permission  would  give  the  individual  authorfV 
to  make  the  requisite  excavations,  so  that  he  could  not  ^ 
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considered  a  trespasser  so  long  as  no  injury  resulted  to  others  ; 
bat  every  step  in  his  work  would  be  taken  at  his  peril,  and 
he  would  bo  answerai)le  for  whatever  injury  any  one  else 
might  sustain  from  the  exercise  of  his  privilege,  whether  he  V 
used  care  and  caution  or  not.  Such  franchises  must  be  ex- 
ercised in  subordination  to  the  prior  existing  rights  of  the- 
citizen.  For  it  cannot  be  imagined  that  any  legislative 
body  would  attempt  the  enormity  of  granting  such  a  privi- 
lege to  one  citizen,  in  utter  contempt  of  the  existing  per- 
sonal rights  of  others,  equally  deserving  of  protection,  even 
if  it  possessed  the  power  to  do  so.  And  what  Congress  would 
be  incompetent  to  grant  to  a  single  individual  or  to  several 
unincorporated,  it  would  be  equally  powerless  to  commit  to 
the  same  or  other  individuals  trading  under  a  corporate 
title. 

In  2  Dillon  on  Municipal  Corporations  (3d  ed.),  §1032, 
the  position  is  thus  stated  :  "No  person,  not  even  the  adjoin- 
mg  owner,  whether  the  fee  of  the  street  be  in  himself  or  in 
the  public,  has  the  right  to  any  act  which  renders  the  use  of 
the  street  hazardous  or  less  secure  than  it  was  left  by  the 
Diunicipal  authorities.  Whoever  does  so,  whether  by  ex- 
cavations made  on  the  sidewalk  by  the  abutter,  or  by  un- 
^fe  hatchways  left  therein,  or  by  opening  or  leaving 
<>pen  an  area  way  in  the  pavement,  or  by  undermining  the 
street  or  sidewalk,  or  by  placing  unauthorized  obstructions 
tbereon,  which  makes  the  use  of  the  street  unsafe  or  less 
^nre,  is  guilty  of  a  nuisance  and  is  liable  to  any  person, 
^ho,  using  due  care,  sustains  any  special  injury  therefrom  ; 
^^i  in  such  cases  the  person  who  created  or  continues  the 
Nuisance  is  thus  liable,  irrespective  of  the  question  of  neg^i- 
g^iJce  on  his  part." 

The  principle  finds  its  support  in  the  maxim  "  sic  utere  tuo 
^  Won  alienum  Icedas,"  One  may  have  a  clear  right  to  the 
^'^joyment  of  his  property  and  yet  may  be  responsible  to 
those  injured  by  its  use,  notwithstanding  he  may  hav^e  exer- 
ciised  all  care  to  prevent  injury.  If  injury  results,  why 
should  an  innocent  third  party  bear  it  V  In  the  case  of 
^tt  vs.  Bay,  8  Md.,  445,  an  action   was  brought  to  re- 
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cover  danages  resulting  to  neighboring  property  from  tl 
working  of  a  stone  quarry.  The  court  below  was  asked  t 
instruct  the  jury  '*  that  tne  defendant  had  the  right  t 
quarry  stone  from  his  quarries,  and  that  the  plaintift*  cann* 
recover  for  any  injury  he  may  have  sustained  in  consequen 
of  such  quarrying,  if  the  jury  believe  the  proper  precautio 
were  used  in  working  the  quarries,  and  that  the  injury  w 
sustained  without  default  of  the  defendant."  The  appella 
court  says  :  "  If  proper  precaution  had  been  taken  they  wou 
still  constitute  no  vindication  of  the  defendant  for  the  i 
juries  resulting  to  the  plaintiff."  "  It  is  a  rule  of  the  conim< 
law  that  a  man  should  so  use  his  own  property  as  not  to  ha 
or  injure  another,  and,  therefore,  if  he  carry  on  a  lawf 
trade  or  business  in  such  a  manner  as  to  prove  a  nuisan 
to  his  neighbor,  he  must  answer  in  damages.  There  a 
many  cases  in  the  books  where  this  doctrine  is  applied,  ar 
among  the  number  are  those  where  a  man  erects  a  smith 
forge,  8wine  sty,  lime  kiln,  tallow  furnace,  machine  she 
quarry  or  privy  so  near  the  dwelling  of  another  as  to  res 
der  it  unfit  for  occupation."  In  Ry lands  vs.  Fletcher,  3  L. 
Ho.  of  Lord,  330,  the  court  say  :  "  When  one  person, 
managing  his  own  affaire,  causes,  however  innocently,  da- 
age  to  another,  it  is  obviously  only  just  that  he  should 
the  party  to  suffer."  He  is  bound  sic  uti  sua  ui  non  Ic^ 
alienum. 

It  would  have  been  scant  comfort  to  the  sufferer  in  ^ 
Barnes  case  to  be  assured  that  the  excavation  into  which, 
fell,  and  by  reason  of  which  he  may  have  been  rendered 
cripple  for  life,  was  made  with  due  care.  The  danger  ac" 
from  the  very  nature  of  the  improvement,  which  necessai 
rendered  the  street  unfit  for  night  travel  ;  yet  the  defend: 
assumed  the  risks  of  its  construction. 

In  45  Md.,  135,  Lawson  vs.  Price,  the  action  was  for 
structing  plaintift^'s  millrace.  The  defendant's  first  prca 
asserted  his  lawful  right  to  clear  his  own  land,  and  askecS 
instruction  to  the  jury  that  if,  in  exercising  this  lawful  rig 
the  defendant  was  not  guilty  of  negligence  in  cutting  t 
bor  and  clearing  the  land,  the  plaintiff*  was  not  entitlec:5 
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recover,  although  by  reason  of  such  cutting  and  clearing, 
timber  or  brush  fell  into  the  raillrace  to  the  damage  of  the 
pluintiff'.  The  appellate  court  says  :  "  The  first  prayer  was 
properly  refused.  It  sought  to  make  the  appellee's  right  to 
recover  depend  upon  the  existence  of  negligence  on  the  part 
of  the  appellant.  The  action  was  for  obstructing  the 
appellee's  mill-race  by  throwing  or  placing  therein,  or  by 
cutting  and  allowing  to  fall  therein,  trees,  logs,  chips, 
branches,  &c.,  whereby  damage  accrued  to  the  appellee.  The 
question  in  such  case  is  not  whether  the  appellant  has  acted 
'^^ith  due  care,  but  whether  his  acts  have  occasioned  the 
<lainage  complained  of.  If  the  acts  complained  of  were  done 
by  the  appellant,  or  by  his  agent  or  servant  in  the  course  of 
their  employment,  they  were  unlawful  invasions  of  the 
appellee's  right  of  property,  and  it  matters  not  that  they 
>vere  done  without  negligence.  Negligence  is  not  the  grava- 
^^en  of  the  action." 

So  in  the  present  case.     The  infliction  of  the  injury  shows 
that  the  excavation  was  left  in  a  dangerous  condition.     The 
party  making  it,  therefore,  was  a  trespasser,  and  he  should 
^o    more  be  allowed  to  defend   himself  by  leading  oft*  the 
pJaintift'  into  an  examination  of  his  want  of  negligence  in 
^^namitting  the  trespass,  than  to  insist,  if  sued  for  a  trespass  . 
^pon  another's  close,  that  he  ploughed  his  neighbor's  land  or 
^^t;  down  his  shade  trees  with  due  circumspection  and  care.  : 
^y  the  direct  consequences  of  his  act  he  inflicted  injury  ^ 
^pon  another,  and  the  law  cannot  be  so  unjust  as  to  exon-  ' 
^^«^te  him  upon  the  plea  that  when  he  destroyed  another's 
^ghts  he  did  so  without  negligence. 

3.  Does  the  fact  that  the  company  was  authorized  by  law 
^o  construct  the  tunnel  render  this  principle  inapplicable? 
In  our  opinion  that  circumstance  can  have  no  such  effect. 
The  legislative  permission  authorized  the  defendant  to  make 
ail  extraordinary  use  of  the  highway  in  derogation  of  the 
common  right  of  use.     It  was  thereby  exonerated  from  an 
action  by  the  city,  as  a  trespasser,  ab  initio,  for  the  bare  dis- 
turbance of  the  bed  of  the  street,  which  would  lie,  in  the 
absence  of  such  authorization ,  wi  thout  proof  of  special  damage . 


show  that  it  availed  itself  of  the  unusual  and  haz; 
ilege  without  actual  negligence. 

The  authorization  by  the  city,  while  simply  e 
self  from  contending  that  the  bare  act  of  breal 
street  should  thereafter  constitute  the  company  ; 
could  not  and  did  not  place  the  company  in  a  mo 
situation^  in  this  respect,  than  was  occupied  by 
owner  or  the  farmer  in  the  cases  cited.  Withou 
or  legislative  permission  they  had,  in  their  qualil 
the  right  to  quarry  their  own  stone,  and  cut  the 
ber  on  their  own  land  without  being  regarded  as 
And  yet  they  were  held  justly  liable  for  inju 
neighbors,  arising  in  the  prosecution  of  these  la^ 
notwithstanding  the  proof  of  absence  of  all  nc 
their  exercise. 

So  this  company,  after  the  legislative  perraissi 
right  to  break  up  the  bed  of  that  street,  and 
no  special  injury  occurred  to  others,  it  could  not 
as  a  trespasser.  But  when  such  injury  had  bee 
became  justly  liable,  as  the  quarryman  and  farnn 
to  be,  notwithstanding  it  might  show  an  absence 
ligence  in  the  construction  of  the  tunnel  thus  au 
the  legislature. 

In  Robbins  vs.  Chicago,  4  Wall.,  676,  it  was  ir 
as  Robbins  in  constructing  the  area  acted  under 


District  of  Columbia  v.  Railroad  Co.  827 

e  contrary,  the  jury  were  distinctly  told  that  the  grava- 
if  the  charge  was  not  tliat  tlie  defendant  was  engaged 
unlawful  work  when  he  constructed  the  area ;  but  the 
placed  his  liability  upon  the  ground  that  he  left  the 
pen  and  without  guard  to  warn  those  who  had  occasion 
s  in  the  street,  so  that  the  work  which  was  originally 
I  became  a  nuisance,  and  was  unlawful  at  the  time  of 
jury.  Correctness  of  that  instruction  in  view  of  the 
ice  as  reported  in  the  transcript  is  so  manifest  that  it 
no  support." 

J  assent  of  Chicago  that  Robbins  should  make  the  im- 
tnent  was  as  full  as  that  of  the  District  of  Columbia 
)  construction  of  the  tunnel,  but  it  gave  no  exemption 
responsibility  for  actual  injury  caused  in  the  execution 
)  work. 

J  present  action  is  not  brought  directly  by  the  injured 
against  the  company,  but  by  the  District  of  Columbia 
ig  reimbursement  for  what  it  has  been  compelled  to 
)  Barnes.  Does  this  circumstance  change  the  [)rinciple 
ive  been  endeavoring  to  enforce  so  that  the  company 
iconerate  itself  by  showing  absence  of  negligence  ? 
lannot  be  imagiiied  that  the  District  government  when 
horized  the  company  to  make  the  tunnel  with  all  proper 
and  precautions,  could  have  designed  to  abandon  or 
3n  its  claim  for  reimbursement  for  whatever  damages  it 
t  be  compelled  to  pay  for  injuries  caused  by  the  excava- 
The  municipality  would  unquestionably  have  refused 
sent  to  the  permission  asked,  if  it  had  been  advised  at 
me,  that  if  it  should  thereafter  be  compelled  to  seek 
it  reimbui*sement  for  the  bare  amount  of  a  verdict  ren- 
years  before  (excluding  the  various  charges  inevitably 
ding  such  a  recovery)  it  would  be  obliged  to  enter  into 
test  with  the  company  and  its  servants  in  respect  of  a 
8e  which  would  not  have  been  tolerated  in  a  suit 
;ht  by  the  injured  party  against  the  company,  while  the 
were  fresh  and  the  entire  evidence  accessible.  There  can 
reason  why  such  testimony  should  be  excluded  in  the  one 
md  admitted  in  the  other,  and,  indeed,  it  would  appear 
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more  unreasonable  to  allow  it  to  be  nrged  against  the  manici 
pality,  whose  bounty  bestowed  the  original  privilege  which 
the  recipient  abused  to  the  great  expense  and  cost  of  the 
city,  than  to  admit  it  against  an  action  brought  by  the  indi- 
vidual whose  ill-fortune  had  occasioned  so  much  trouble. 

If  an  individual  or  a  corporation,  conceiving  that  the  grant 
of  the  coveted  privilege,  in  this  view  of  the  law,  is  haniperedi 
with  too  great  a  measure  of  responsibility,  is,  therefore,  in-^ 
disposed  to  accept  the  risk  which  proper  attention  and  car^ 
could  certainly  neutralize,  the  grantee  is  at  liberty  to  declio^ 
its  acceptance  ;  but  if  it  be  accepted,  the  recipient  must  sec 
to  it  at  his  peril  that  its  valuable  franchise  shall  not  woflc 
injury  to  others,  not  favored  in  the  grants  from  the  legisl^^- 
ture,  but  having  no  other  function  to  perform  with  re8pe<3t 
to  the  railroad,  except  to  pay  fares  and  on  occasions  deferm.^ 
its  property  from  casualty  or  violence. 

Third.  The  defendant  also  offered  to  prove  irregulariti^3» 
of  the  ground  on  Virginia  avenue  and  K  street ;  that  t!^--© 
avenue  was  the  more  elevated,  and  that  because  of  tbp-^ 
flowage  of  rain  water  and  the  passage  of  wagons,  K  stree 
during  the  work  on  the  tunnel,  was  in  a  very  bad  conditio 
This  was  really  the  effect  and  substance  of  the  exteude 
ofter,  which  was  made  without  any  statement  of  its  purpa 
and  which,  so  far  as  we  can  see  from  the  record,  was  entirel 
irrelevant  and  immaterial.  Even  with  the  explanation 
offered  by  counsel  in  the  argument  we  are  unable  to  see  ho 
it  wa«  admissible,  under  any  issue  in  the  case,  and  we  thia^ 
the  exclusion  was  proper. 

Fourth.  There  was  a  further  offer  "  to  prove — that  t 
defendant  company  tvas  under  no  obligation  to  erect  barricad 
at  the  tunnel  to  prevent  accidents." 

The  language  seems  to  have  been  taken  from  an  expr 
sion  of  the  Supreme  Court  in  2  Black,  423,  where  the  coa 
says  :  "  Robbins  is  not,  however,  estopped  from  showi 
that  he  teas  undei^  no  obligation  to  keep  the  street  in  a  sa 
condition,"  &c.  Tho  court  was  there  speaking  of  Robbiife. 
defense,  that  the  contractor  was  the  responsible  party,  a 
the  sense  of  the  passage  is  reached  by  emphasizing  the  p^ 
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Whereupon  the  defendant,  to  maintain  the  issues  on  his 
part  joined  therein,  offered  and  introduced  in  evidence  to 
the  jury  tending  to  prove  that,  at  the  time  that  the  plain- 
tiff applied  to  the  defendant  to  have  gas  supplied  to  him  at 
the  premises  No.  905  D  street,  he  signed  a  contract  with 
said  defendant,  which  was  in  the  language  following: 

"  We,  whose  names  are  hereunto  subscribed,  agree  to  take 
gas  from  the  Washington  Gaslight  Company  upon  the  con- 
ditions and  subject  to  regulations  herein   contained,"  and 
among  others,  upon  the  condition  that  "  the  company  [mean- 
ing defendant]   reserves  to  itself  the  right  to  furnish,  or  at 
any  time  to  discontinue,  gas  to  any  premises,  the  owner  or 
occupant  of  which  shall  be  indebted  to  the  company  for  gas 
or  fittings,  whether  such  indebtedness  shall  be  for  gas  or  fit- 
tings  used    upon    such    premises   or   elsewhere;"    that    in 
I^ecember,  1877,  wheti  the  gas  was  cut  off  from  the  premises 
OOS  D  street,  the  plaintiff  was  indebted   to  defendant  the 
^tirn  of  $10.25  for  gas  consumed  by  him  at  premises  No.  819 
Tenth  street,  where  he  had  formerly  resided;  that  on  the 
l5th  of  December,  1877,  his  attention  was  called  to  this 
^^idebtedness  of  $10.25  by  an  employee  of  defendant,  and  he 
'^^aa  notified  that  if  he  did  not  pay  it  the  gas  would  be  dis- 
^^oiitinued  to  him  at  the  premises  905  D  street,  then  occupied 
oy   him;  and  tliat  he  was  again  notified  to  the  same  effect 
December  17,  1878,  before  the  gas  was  discontinued  to  those 
pi^^mises  by  defendant's  orders;  that  after  the  supply  of  gas 
^^<3i  been  discontinued  to  the  said  premises  905  D  street  by 
^^tendant's  order,  the  plaintiff  continued  to  carry  on  his 
^^ttsiness  there,  using  coal-oil  lamps  as  a  substitute  for  gas; 
^^d  defendant  further  proved,  by  H.  A.  Linger,  a  witness 
Produced  and  sworn  in  its  behalf,  that  he,  said  witness,  was 
^   vrholesale  manufacturer  of  mattresses,  in  the  city  of  Wash- 
^^^gton,  and  used  coal  oil  whenever  he  worked  in  said  manu- 
^*^oture  at  night,  having  no  gas  at  his  place  of  manufacture 
it  appearing  upon  cross-examinatioii  of  said  witness  that 
*^®  (lid  not  work  much  at  night,  and  did  a  very  small  retail 
ousiness-^and  defendant  rested. 
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Bank  vs.  Mechanics'  Bank,  94  TJ.  S.,  440,  the  court  decided 
the  depositors  in  a  suspended  national  bank  were  entitled  to 
receive  interest  from  the  bank  from  the  tirae  of  the  demand 
for  their  money,  although  the  Comptroller  of  the  Currency 
had  urged  that  the  statute  gave  no  such  allowance."  Mr. 
Justice  Swayne  adds  this  language  in  his  opinion  :  '^  The 
plaintiiF  in  this  action  was  entitled  ex  cequo  ei  bono  to  the 
money  sought  to  be  recovered.  Where  the  right  to  recover 
exists  in  this  class  of  cases,  it  includes  interest  as  well  as 
principal,  unless  there  is  something  which  would  render  the 
payment  of  the  former  inequitable." 

In  2d  Burr,  1087,  Robinson  vs.  Bland;  Lord  Mansfield 
said  :  *'  The  interest  is  an  accessary  to  the  principal,  and  the 
plaintiff  cannot  bring  a  new  action  for  any  interest  grown  due 
between  the  commencement  of  his  action  and  the  judgment 
in  it,  and  I  do  not  know  of  any  courts  in  any  country  (and 
I  have  looked  into  the  matter),  which  did  not  carry  interest 
down  to  the  last  act  by  which  the  sum  was  liquidated." 

If  the  point  were,  therefore,  properly  before  us  we  should 
decide  it  against  the  defendant.  Indeed,  a  strict  applica- 
tion of  the  rulings  of  the  Supreme  Court  in  R.  R.  Co.  vs. 
Varnell,  98  U.  S.,  479,  and  in  similar  cases,  would  perhaj 
have  excluded  us  from  considering  others  of  the  question 
we  have  felt  it  our  duty  to  discuss,  because  of  their  publi 
importance. 

The  judgment  below  is  affirmed. 
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Samuel  Lloyd 

V. 

The  Washington  Gaslight  Company. 

At  Law.     No.  20,827. 

5  Deeided  December  30, 1881. 

i  The  CmBF  Justic  k  and  Justices  Wtlie,  Haoneb  and  Jamea  sitting. 

moving  into  bis  place  of  business  plaintiff  signed  tbe  following 
agreement  with  defendant,  tbe  Wnsbington  Gaslight  Company:  '*We, 
Vhose  names  are  hereunto  subscribed,  agree  to  take  gas  from  tbe 
IVasbington  Gaslight  Company  upon  the  condition  that  the  company 
Teserves  to  itself  the  right  to  refuse  to  furnifsb  or  at  any  time  to  dis- 
continue gas  to  any  premises  the  owner  or  occupant  of  which  shaU 
te  indebted  to  the  company  for  gas  or  littings  used  upon  such  preml- 
«e8  or  elsewhere." 

,  that  this  contract  related  only  to  future  delinquencies,  and  that 
defendant  was  liable  in  damages  for  cutting  off  plain tifi^s  supply  of 
^as  because  of  non-payment  oi  an  old  bill  for  gas  furnished  before 
the  signing  of  this  contract  and  at  another  place. 

STATEMENT  OF  THE  CASE. 

Motion  for  new  trial  on  exceptions. 

The  declaration  contained  two  counts.     The  iii^st  count 

t  out  that  plaintiff  was  the  tenant  in  possession  of  prerai- 

known  as  905  D  street,  in  the  city  of  Washington,  which 

'^ere  supplied  with  gas  pipes  and  fixtures  connected  through 

^  nietre  with  the  main  pipe  in  the  street,  in  front  of  said 

Planuses,  for  the  purpose  of  having  the  same  lighted  for  the 

^se  and  accomodation  of  the  plaintiff,  and  that  the  defendant, 

without  just  cause,  on  the  17th  December,  1877,  cut  off  the 

^ovf  of  gas  to  said  premises,  and  has  failed  to  supply  plain- 

^^ft'  with  gas  since,  though  often  requested  so  to  do,  whereby 

^^  has  sustained  great  loss  and  damage.     The  second  count 

alleges  that  plaintiff  having  his  said  premises  so  supplied 

^ith  gas  fixtures  connected  with   the  main  pipe  belonging 

^^  defendant,  and  not  being  indebted  in  any  way  for  gas 

^<^n8umed   on   said   premises,  the  defendant,  without  just 

^ause  or  right,  on  the  17th  day  of  December,  1877,  cut  off 

^nd  stopped  the  flow  of  gas  through  said  pipe  and  fixtures, 

^nd  has  refused  since  to  turn  on  the  gas,  or  allow  the  same 

^o  flow  through  said  pipes.     That  he  was  engaged  on  said 

Pi'emisesM  the  business  of  a  manufacturer  of  mattresses 

^^d  feather  beds  inul  pillows  ;  that  ho  required  gas  in  said 


Upon  the  trial  of  this  case  the  plaintiff  to  maint 
prove  on  his  part  the  issue  joined  thereon,  offered  ar 
duced  in  evidence  to  the  jury  tending  to  show  tha 
month  of  January,  1877,  he  occupied  premises  No 
street,  in  the  city  of  Washington,  and  carrieJ  on 
as  a  mnnufacturer  of  mattrcssee,  using  in  said  husini 
husk,  and  straw,  and  Iiad  occupied  said  premises  f 
years  before  that,  and  in  the  conduct  of  said  basin 
gas  as  a  means  for  obtaining  light;  that  he  enip]oye< 
haads  to  assist  him  in  sai<l  busincNs,  the  number  difl 
different  dates,  whose  average  pay  was  from  $4  tc 
week  ;  that  he  was  supplied  with  gas  at  the  prei 
mentioned  until  the  17th  of  December,  1877,  whei 
cut  off  by  order  of  the  defendant,  the  Washington  i 
Company  ;  that  before  the  gas  was  cut  off'  he  was 
that  the  gas  would  be  cut  oft',  unless  he  paid  a  bill 
consumed  by  him  at  certain  other  premises  on  Tent 
in  the  city  of  Washington,  and  for  which  he  had  m 
that  when  so  notified  he  informed  the  agent  of  the 
ant  that  he  would  not  pay  the  bill  for  the  gas  « 
upon  the  premises  on  Tenth  street,  defendant  ha^ 
landlord  as  security  for  the  payment  thereof;  that 
ready  to  pay  anything  that  he  owed  for  gas  fornishe 
premises  905  D  street,  theu  occupied  by  him;  and  thi 
defendant  cut  off  the  gas  from  the  premises  905  D  bI 
cms  pjinsnnicd  iit  the  nrpmifips  cm  Tenth  atr«et.  it  did 
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^Whereupon  the  defendant,  to  maintain  the  issues  on  his 

joined  therein,  offered  and  introduced  in  evidence  to 

'tine  jury  tending  to  prove  that,  at  the  time  that  the  plairi- 

"tiff  applied  to  the  defendant  to  have  gas  supplied  to  him  at 

t;lie   premises  No.  905  D  street,  he  signed  a  contract  with 

id  defendant,  which  was  in  the  language  following: 

We,  whose  names  are  hereunto  subscribed,  agree  to  take 
from  the  Washington  Gaslight  Company  upon  the  con- 
tions  and  subject  to  regulations  herein   contained,"  and 
among  others,  upon  the  condition  that  "  the  company  [mean- 
ing defendant]   reserves  to  itself  the  right  to  furnish,  or  at 
niTiy  time  to  discontinue,  gas  to  any  premises,  the  owner  or 
occupant  of  which  shall  be  indebted  to  the  company  for  gas 
or  fittings,  whether  such  indebtedness  shall  be  for  gas  or  iit- 
t;ing8  used   upon   such    premises   or   elsewhere;"    that    in 
December,  1877,  when  the  gas  was  cut  oft'  from  the  premises 
OOS  D  street,  the  plaintitt*  was  indebted   to  defendant   the 
3Qm  of  $10.25  for  gas  consumed  by  him  at  premises  No.  819 
Tenth  street,  where  he  had  formerly  resided;  that  on  the 
15th  of  December,  1877,  his  attention  was  called  to  this 
Indebtedness  of  $10.25  by  an  employee  of  defendant,  and  he 
'W'afi  notified  that  if  he  did  not  pay  it  the  gas  would  be  dis- 
continued to  him  at  the  premises  905  D  street,  then  occupied 
^y  him;  and  that  he  was  again  notified  to  the  same  eiFect 
December  17, 1878,  before  the  gas  was  discontinued  to  those 
premises  by  defendant's  orders;  that  after  the  supply  of  gas 
had  been  discontinued  to  the  said  premises  905  D  street  by 
defendant's  order,  the  plaintift'  continued  to  carry  on  his 
business  there,  using  coal-oil  lamps  as  a  substitute  for  gas; 
*nd  defendant  further  proved,  by  H.  A.  Linger,  a  witness 
produced  and  sworn  in  its  behalf,  that  he,  said  witness,  was 
^  wholesale  manufacturer  of  mattresses,  in  the  city  of  Wash- 
^'^gton,  and  used  coal  oil  whenever  he  worked  in  said  manu- 
facture at  night,  haviiig  no  gas  at  his  place  of  manufacture 
^^^t  appearing  upon  cross-examination  of  said  witness  that 
I        "^  did  not  work  much  at  night,  and  did  a  very  small  retail 
"^^iness-^and  defendant  rested. 
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Whereupon  the  defendant  prayed  the  court  to  inslnK 
the  jury  as  follows  : 

First  That  there  was  no  obligation,  on  the  part  of  defenc 
ant,  to  furnish  plaintiff  with  gas,  aside  from  the  contra< 
between  it  and  said  plaintitf,  and  that  no  such  obligatio 
can  be  implied  from  the  fact  that  the  premises  in  questio 
were  supplied  with  pipes  and  fixtures  connected  with  defenc 
ant's  main,  and  that  the  relations  between  plaintiff  and  d< 
fendant  in  respect  to  the  supplyiujo;  of  gas  originate  in,  an 
are  to  be  controlled  by,  the  contract. 

Second.  That  if  the  plaintiff  for  the  purpose  of  obtainin 
the  defendant's  gas,  signed  a  contract  wherein  he  agree 
that  defendant  might  at  any  time  discontinue  the  supply  c 
gas  to  him  (plaintiff)  when  he  became,  or  was  delinquent  z 
the  payment  of  any  debt  he  might  owe  defendant  for  i 
gas,  whether  used  Upon,  or  supplied  to,  the  premises  th- 
occupied  by  him  or  any  other,  and  that  plaintiff,  being 
indebted,  refused  to  pay  such  debt,  then — under  the  contra 
in  question — defendant  had  a  right  to  discontinue  the  sup^ 
of  gas  to  the  said  plaintitf  at  the  premises  then  occupied 
him. 

Third,  That  if  plaintiff,  when  the  gas  was  discontinue 
could  have  used  some  other  light,  and  did  not,  defendaa 
could  not  be  made  responsible  for  any  loss  arising  fr<: 
plaintiff's  neglect  to  use  such  other  light,  uotwithstand  m 
that  the  use  of  such  other  light  might  be  accompanied  mti 
danger  or  inconvenience. 

Fourth,  That  if  plaintiff,  by  the  payment  of  the  suna. 
$10.25 — the  amount  due  from  him  for  gas  consumed  at  S 
Tenth  street — could  have  obtained  a  supply  of  gas  at  tl 
premises  905  D  street,  and  did  not  do  so,  but  preferred 
abandon  his  business,  either  in  whole  or  in  pjirt, defendant 
not  responsible  for  any  loss  arising  from  plaintiff's  refus 
to  pay  such  indebtedness. 

Fifth,  That  if  a  waiver  of  the  right  of  defendant  to  cc 
lect  the  amount  in  arrears  at  819  Tenth  street,  by  disco 
tinuing  gas  to  plaintiff  is  to  be  presumed  from  the  fact  th^ 
defendant  entered  into  a  new  contract  w^ith  plaintiff,  wh^ 
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such  arrears  were  unpaid,  the  effect  of  such  waiver  is  done 
away  with  by  the  notice  given  to  plaintiff  by  defendant  that 
the  supply  of  gas  would  be  discontinued  at  premises  No.  905 
D  street,  unless  such  arrears  were  paid. 

Which  said  several  instructions  so  prayed  by  defendant  > 
the  court  then  and  there  refused  to  give,  to  which  refusal 
the  defendant,  by  its  counsel,  prayed   leave  to  except,  and 
that  the  court  would  sign  this,  its  bill  of  exceptions,  accord- 
ing to  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  pro- 
vided,  and  which  is  accordingly  done  this  11th  day  of  March 
in  the  year  1881. 
[seal.]  Arthur  Mac  Arthur, 

Justice. 

W.  B.  Webb  for  defendant  (plaintiff  in  error) : 

The  declaration  in  this  case  proceeds  distinctly  upon  the 
gr^'ound  of  a  breach  of  duty  on  the  part  of  the  defendant.     No 
contract  is  set  out,  and  it  is  not  insisted  any  where,  either  in 
the  pleadings  or  in  the  proofs,  that  the  damages  claimed  result 
from  the  breach  of  any  express  contract  on   the  part  of  de- 
fendant to  furnish  the  plaintiff  with  gas.     The  charge  is  that 
the  plaintiff'  occupied  premises  supplied  with  gas  pipes  and 
fixtures  connected  through  a  meter  with  defendant's  main, 
^nd  was  entitled  to  have  them  supplied  with  gas  by  defetidant^ 
*nci  that  defendant,  without  right,  and  without  the  consent 
^f  the  plaintiff',  cut  off  the  gas  from  the  said  premises,  and 
has  refused  to  renew  the  supply,  though  requested  so  to  do. 
As  far  as  the  matter  of  a  contract  is  concerned,  it  makes 
^o  difference  that  the  plaiiitiff  was  not  indebted  to  the  de- 
fendant, as  is  alleged,  at  the  time  the  flow  of  gas  was  discon- 
tinued to   his   premises.     The  fact   remains,  there  was  no 
^ntract  alleged  and  none  proved  on  the  part  of  plaintiff   It 
18  submitted  that  under  these  allegations  the  plaintiff  must 
Recover,  if  he  recover  at  all,  for  the  breach  of  a  duty  imposed 
^Pon  the  defendant  either  by  express  law,  or  arising  out  of 
the  peculiar  relations  existing  between  it  and  its  customers. 
There  can  be  no  recovery  under  the  pleadings,  in  this  case,  upen 
^^y  implied  contract.     Under  these  circumstances,  the  first 
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question  to  be  considered  is  raised  by  the  first  instruction 
asked  of  the  court. 

In  this,  the  court  is  asked  to  instruct  the  jury  that  there 
is  no  obligation  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  to  furnish  gas 
to  the  plaintift*,  and  that  such  obligation  cannot  be  inferred 
from  the  fact  that  the  premises  occupied  by  him  were  fur- 
nished with  fixtures  connected  by  pipes  with  defendant's  main. 

Both  in  this  country  and  in  England  this  very  question 
has  been  before  the  courts  in  several  cases,  and  it  has  been 
uniformly  held  that  there  is  no  such  obligation  resting  upon 
the  manufacturers  of  illuminating  gas.  See  the  cases  follow-  - 
ing:  McCune  vs.  Norwich  City  Gas  Co.,  30  Conn.,  622^ 
Pattiso!)  Gaslight  Co.  vs.  Brady,  8d  Dutcher,  246  ;  The  Hod- 
deson  Gas  and  Coke  Co.  vs.  Haselwood,  6  C.  B.,  N.  S.,  28 


J.  G.  BiGELOw  for  plaintiiF  (defendant  in  error): 

The  record  consists  of  the  pleadings,  a  partial  stateme 
of  the  evidence,  and  the  defendants'  five  rejected  praye 
The  first  of  which  is  comprehensive  enough  to  cover  t 
whole  case,  no  matter  what  the  proofs  were.     It  contai^ — 
the  proposition  that  the  defendant  is  under  no  obligation 
furnish  the  plaintiiF  gas,  by  reason  of  anything  contain 
in  its  charter.     Sec.  7  (9  U.  S.  Statutes  at  Large,  p.  7 
July  8,  1848)   provides:  "That  the  president  and  direct 
shall  have  full  power  and  authority  to  maimfacture,  me^ 
and  sell  gas,  to  be  made  of  coal  oil,  tar,  peat,  pitch  or  t 
pentine,  or  other  material,  and  to  be  used  for  the  purpose    <^f 
lighting  the  city  of  Washington,  or  the  streets  thereof,  cuad 
any  buildings,  manufactories  or  houses  therein  contained  c^Tid 
situate,"  &e. 

Under  such  a  provision  in  the  charter  of  a  gaslight  com- 
pany a  mandamus  will  lie  in  behalf  of  a  citizen  who  I^bb 
complied  with  the  general  rules  and  regulations  of  the  cor^o- 
pany,  to  compel  it  to  furnish  gas.  People  vs.  The  Manha'tt^^n 
Gaslight  Company,  45  Barb.,  136,  S.  C;  30  Howard,  87,  S- 
C;  1  Abb.  N.  S.,  404  ;  State  vs.  The  Columbia  Gaslight  a«=>d 
Coke  Company,  (Sup,  Ct.  Ohio),  8  Reporter,  833  ;  Morey  ^=^** 
The  Met.  Gaslight  Company  of  N.  Y.,  38  Superior,  Ct.,  1^5- 
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The  pecaliar  relations  the  defendant  sastaina  to  the  public 

sach  as  to  make  it  incambent  upon  the  defendant  to  sup* 

ply  gas  to  all  citizens  who  have  complied  with  the  general 

regulations  of  the  company. .  This  is  the  main  object  of  the 

<oliarter. 

2.  The  remaining  four  prayers  are  subject  to  the  same 
oljection,  viz.:  The  record  does  not  purport  to  contain  all 
evidence  in  the  case.  In  point  of  fact,  it  contains  only 
partial  statement  of  the  testimony  of  the  plaintiff,  and  no 
^sti^Atement  at  all  of  the  testimony  of  several  witnesses.  It 
does  not  appear  by  the  record  when  the  gas  bill  at  No.  819 
TFenth  street  was  paid,  or  what  the  bargain  or  agreement 
^^ras  between  Lloyd  and  the  owner  of  the  premises  in  ref* 
^^irence  thereto,  or  whether  the  owner  was  jointly  obligated 
Lloyd  to  pay  the  same  to  the  defendant 
**  When  the  bill  of  exceptions  does  not  purport  to  set  out 
the  evidence,  the  appellate  court  will  presume  that  a 
S^oeral  affirmative  charge  was  justified  by  the  evidence.'' 
®<5liool  Commissioners  v.  Goodwin,  30  Ala.,  242.  Fleming 
"^^  TTssery,  lb.,  282. 

"Wlien  a  bill  of  exceptions  does  not  purport  to  contain  all 

^^  the  evidence,  the  court  will  not  examine  to  see  if  it  sus- 

^^^us  the  verdict,  but  will  presume  that  there  was  other  and 

^Officient  evidence  to  support  it.    Peoria,  &c.,  R.  R.  Co.  vs. 

Melntire,  89  111.,  298;  Central  R.  R.  Co.  vs.  Garish,  lb.,  870. 

Sence  it  is  utterly  impossible  to  say  whether  the  jury  was 

^^^uenced  one  way  or  the  other  by  the  ruling  of  the  court. 

^I^e  grounds  not  covered  by  the  second,  third,  fourth  and 

^fth  prayers  are  amply  sufficient  to  warrant  the  verdict. 

Tl^e  doctrine  of  the  third  prayer  is  found  in  the  first,  and 

'^eans  simply  that  under  no  circumstances  outside  of  a 

fecial  contract  to  that  effect,  is  the  defendant  bound  to 

f  ^pply  gas  to  the  plaintiff.    Because  the  verdict  may  be 

J^^tified  by  the  law  and  the  evidence  not  in  the  record, 

^i^ises  the  rule  of  law  that  an  appellate  court,  in  such  a  case, 

^ill  presume  that  a  general  affirmative  charge  was  given 

J  ^^^ified  by  such  evidence. 

8.  The  question  whether  the  defendant,  under  its  charter^ 

Oyfl 
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has  the  right  to  adopt  a  rale  to  visit  the  default  of  one  of 
its  gas  consamers  at  his  dwelling,  situate  in  one  part  of  the 
city,  upon  his  place  of  business  situate  in  another  part  of  the 
city,  and  where  there  has  been  no  default,  is  presented  in  the 
record. 

Under  its  charter  and  its  amendments  this  gas  company 
can  make  all  necessary  rules  that  are  reasonable.  The  com- 
pany may  be  the  judge  of  whether  a  rule  is  necessary,  but 
whether  it  can  be  reasonable  is  for  the  court  to  determine. 
The  court  below  very  properly  considered  the  company's 
third  rule,  reserving  to  itself  the  right  to  cut  off  its  gas  at 
the  place  of  business  for  a  default  at  the  dwelling  house  of  a 
consumer,  to  be  unreasonable  and  ultra  vires.  But  as  before 
stated,  however  the  court  may  resolve  it,  the  solution  can- 
not disturb  the  verdict  and  judgment  in  the  case. 

Mr.  Justice  Jambs  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  suit  is  brought  to  recover  damages  for  injuries  snf — 
fared  by  the  plaintiff  in  consequence  of  the  cutting  off  thi 
gas  from  his  establishment  on  D  street  in  this  city,  by  th< 
defendant.  The  Washington  Gaslight  Company.    It 
that  the  plaintiff  had  been  residing  at  a  house  in  auoth< 
portion  of  the  city,  and  that  he  had  left  there  without  paj 
ing  his  gas  bill.   When  he  moved  into  his  D  street  place  of  bi 
ness  he  signed  a  contract,  which  will  be  mentioned  present! 
with  the  gas  company,  for  the  supply  of  gas  to  that  pli 
The  company  discovering  that  the  plaintiff's  bill  for 
furnished  at  his  Tenth  street  house  was  still  unpaid, 
manded  payment  of  this  bill  and  threatened  in  the  eveu1 
his  failure  to  do  so,  to  discontinue  the  supply  at  his  st< 
The  plaintiff  refused  to  pay  the  bill.    As  a  consequence 
company  turned  off  the  gas,  claiming  the  right  to  d< 
under  the  following  contract,  which  was  signed  by 
plaintiff : 

"  We  whose  names  are  hereunto  subscribed,  agree  to  t^-^^^e 
gas  from  the  Washington  Gaslight  Company  upon  the 
dition  that  the  company  reserves  to  itself  the  right  to 
to  furnish  or  at  any  time  to  discontinue  gas  to  auy  premie 
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the  owner  or  occupant  of  which  shall  be  indebted  to  the 
company  for  gas  or  fittings  used  upon  such  premises  or  else- 
"Where." 

The  defendant  claimed  that  this  contract  gave  it  the  right 
to  turn  off  the  gas  after  it  had  entered  upon  a  contract  for 
its  supply,  because  of  the  previous  delinquency  occurring  be- 
fore the  execution  of  this  contract  and  at  another  place. 
We  have  looked  carefully  at  the  terms  of  this  contract  and 
we  are  of  the  opinion  that  it  does  not  embrace  such  a  case. 
We  think  the  words  are  to  be  construed  as  relating  to  a 
delinquency  that  should  occur  in  the  future  and  not  one 
luiving  already  occurred. 

The  company,  then,  having  agreed  to  supply  the  plaintiff 
with  gas  and  entered  upon  the  execution  of  that  agreement, 
afterwards  violated  it  by  stopping  the  supply.  We  think 
this  was  a  breach  of  contract  for  which  they  are  liable. 
WTiether  the  amount  of  damages  assessed  by  the  jury  is 
^'Xcessive  or  not,  the  record  does  not  permit  us  to  inquire 
^nto,  and  the  judgment  of  the  court  below  must  therefore 
be  affirmed. 

Mr.  Justice  Wylib,  dissenting,  said  : 

This    case  presents    the    question  whether  a  man  who 

naoves  about   from  one  house  to  another  and  runs  away 

without  paying  his  gas  bill  can  compel  the  gas  company  to 

famish  him  with  gas  at  every  new  removal  without  being 

obliged  to  pay  his  old  bill.   The  plaintiff  here  was  in  default 

to  the  gas  company  for  a  bill  on  his  Tenth  street  house 

The  company  then  gave  him  notice  that  unless  he  paid  this 

^ill  it  would  turn  off  the  gas  from  his  D  street  place.    The 

plaintiff  refused  to  pay  and  the  company  accordingly  shut 

^ft  the  supply  of  gas,  and  the  court  have  allowed  him  to 

recover  damages  upon  this  state  of  facts. 

It  may  be  said  that,  because  this  gas  company  carries  on  a 
^^^ness  analogous  to  that  of  a  common  carrier,  it  is  obliged 
^o  furnish  gas  to  every  person  who  applies  for  it ;  and  yet 
^*  is  laid  down  by  all  the  authorities  that  even  a  common 
^rrier  may,  for  good  reasons,  refuse  to  carry  for  certain 
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persons.   Suppose  that  A,  having  had  his  goods  transported, 
should  refuse  to  pay  the  freight  after  delivering  at  their  place 
of  destination,  and  then  a  few  days  after  should  offer  for  ship- 
ment another  lot  of  goods  to  the  same  carrier.    The  latter 
might  well  say:   'Tay  for  what  we  have  already  carried, and 
we  will  carry  these."    But  A  answers:    "No,  you  are  a  com- 
mon carrier,  and  you  must  carry  all  the  goods  that  I  want 
you  to  whether  I  pay  you  the  former  bill  or  not."    Now  will 
any  court  in  a  case  oi  that  kind  mulct  the  carrier  in  dama- 
ges because  it  refuses  to  carry  for  a  man  who  refuses  to  pay 
bis  freight  bill.    I  think  there  is  no  such  law  as  would 
require  that.    I  put  my  dissent  to  this  decision  of  the  court, 
upon  grounds  entirely  independent  of  the  special  contract 
entered  into  by  the  parties.   My  learned  brethem  are  of  the 
opinion  that  this  contract  relates  to  the  future  entirely.  I 
think,  however,  a  fair  construction  of  that  agreement  would 
bring  this  case  within  it,  but  I  do  not  insist  upon  that.  I 
base  my  opinion  upon  general  principles.    The  business  of  a 
gas  company  is  in  some  respects  like  that  of  a  common 
carrier,  and  a  common  carrier  is  not  bound  to  carry  a  man's 
goods  indefinitely  who  refuses  to  pay  up  for  past  dues.  And 
this  company,  I  think,  had  a  perfect  right  to  say  to  this 
man,  "  We  will  not  continue  to  furnish  you  with  gas  onless 
you  pay  up  your  arrears." 
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Thb  United  States  vs.  Thomas  J.  Bickslbb. 
Criminal  Dooeiet,  No.  13,950. 

5  Deeided  December  80, 1881. 

)  Justices  Wtlib,  Haonvb  and  Jambs  sitting* 

^*  Sections  5457  and  5458  R.  S.  U.  S.  differ  from  each  other,  both  in  the 

description  of  the  crimes  therein  denounced  and  as  to  their  punishment  • 

^*  Under  Section  5457  the  offence  of  having  in  possession  counterfeit 

fold  or  silver  coins  is  not  complete  unless  the  accused  had  them  in 
is  possession  **  li:nowing  the  same  to  be  false,  forged,  or  counter- 
feited.''   But  there  is  no  necessity  for  the  averment  or  proof  of  such 
Mdemter  under  Section  5456,  which  provides  for  punishing  the  having 
In  possession  counterfeit  minor  coinage, 
3.    The  accused  for  the  former  offence  may  l>e  imprisoned  to  the  extent 
of  ten  years,  while  the  limit  of  imprisonment  for  the  latter  is  three 
^rears.    Therefore,  where  the  prisoner  is  indicted  and  found  guUty 
-under  the  latter  section  (5458),  a  sentence  of  imprisonment  for  eigni 
years  is  erroneous. 
^«    Semble^  That   where  the  indictment  is  good  but  the  term  of    im- 
prisonment to  which  the  prisoner  has  oeen  sentenced  exceeds  the 
period  fixed  by  the  statute,  the  case  may  l>e  remanded  to  the  court 
Delow  for  the  imposition  of  a  shorter  term. 
S.    Section  3515  R.  S.  U.  S.  establishes  certain  coins  to  which  it  affixes  a 
certain  designation,  and  by  which  alone  they  are  thereafter  to  be 
known.    They  are  /^  minor  coins  f  *  known  by  no  other  appellation ; 
and  none  other  than  these  particular  coins  are  embraced  in  that  name, 
and  as  none  of  these  minor  coins  contain  sliver,  there  is  no  such  tiling 
known  to  the  law  as  ^^  minor  silver  coinage.*' 
G-    The  old  five  cent  pieces  are  not  ^^  minor  coins"  within  the  meaning 
of  the  law.    The  punishment  for  forging  them  must  be  sought  under 
the  section  punishing  the  counterfeiting  of  silver  coins,  and  not  under 
the  section  relating  to  minor  coinage.    An  indictment  therefore  which 
charges  the  prisoner  with  counterfeiting  certain  coins  ^^  in  the  resem- 
blance and  similitude  of  the  mtnor  n^oer  coinage  which  has  been  coined 
at  the  mints  of  the  United  States  called  a  half-dime,"  Is  contradictory 
and  sets  forth  an  offence  not  known  to  the  law. 
7  «  Although  there  has  been  no  demurrer  interposed  or  motion  to  quash 
the  indictment,  this  court  is  nevertheless  at  liberty  to  pass  upon  de- 
fects in  the  Indictment,  upon  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  on  exceptions 
to  the  rulings  of  the  court  below. 
^  •  The  reversing  of  the  judgment  of  the  court  below,  because  of  the  in- 
safficiency  of  the  indictment,  does  not  exonerate  the  prisoner  from 
being  tried  upon  a  good  Indictment,  the  first  trial  l>eing  simply  what 
is  known  as  a  mistrial. 
^.  Where  the  prisoner  is  charged  with  having  in  his  possession  certain 
counterfeit  money  with  intent  to  defraud,  it  is  not  necessarv  to  give 
the  name  of  the  person  to  be  defrauded,  the  averment  to  defraud  *^  a 
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certain  person  to  the  jurors  unknown,"  or  "whomsoever  he  m 
be  able  to  defraud,"  is  a  sufficient  description  witliin  the  terms  of 
statute.  The  statute  does  not  require  tliat  there  shall  have  bee 
consummation  of  the  fraud  by  the  actual  passing  of  the  money, 
offence  consists  of  having  it  in  possession  with  intent  to  defraud, 
possession  alone  is  not  criminal  if  unaccompanied  with  the  intent. 
10.  Testimony  of  an  accomplice — the  ruling  on  this  subject  in  The  Un 
States  V.  Neverson,  anie^  152,  considered^ 

The  Case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

George  B.  Corkhill  and  R.  Ross  Perry  for  United  Sta 

John  E.  Norris  for  defendant. 

Mr.  Justice  Hagner  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Coui 

The  indictment  nnder  which  the  defendant  in  this  a 
was  tried,  contains  five  counts;  the  first  of  which  is  in  t 
following  words: 

*•  The  grand  jurors  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  a 
for  the  county  and  District  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  p 
sent:  That  one  Thomas  J.  Bicksler,  late  of  the  county  a 
District  aforesaid,  on  the  first  day  of  January,  in  the  y< 
of  our  Lord  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  eighty,  and 
divers  other  days  between  the  said  last  named  day  and  t 
date  of  the  taking  of  this  inquisition,  at  the  county  a 
District  aforesaid,  ten  certain  false,  forged  and  counterf 
coins,  each  in  the  resemblance  and  similitude  of  the  mil 
silver  coinage  which  has  been  coined  at  the  mints  of  t 
United  States,  called  a  half  doUer,  ten  certain  false,  forg 
and  counterfeited  coins,  each  in  the  resemblance  and  sira 
tude  of  the  minor  silver  coinage  which  has  been  coined 
the  mints  of  the  United  States,  called  a  quarter  dollar,  1 
certain  false,  forged  and  counterfeited  coins,  each  in  the 
semblance  and  similitude  of  the  minor  silver  coinage  whi 
has  been  coined  at  the  mints  of  the  United  States,  calle< 
dime,  and  ten  certain  false,  forged  and  counterfeited  co 
each  in  the  resemblance  and  similitude  of  the  minor  sib 
coinage  which  has  been  coined  at  the  mints  of  the  Unit 


*The  matter  digested  in  notes  9  and  10  is  not  fiven  in  the  eyllabm 
ibis  case  as  any  part  of  the  decision^  but  rather  as  Intimations  thro 
out  at  the  close  of  the  opinion  in  view,  as  is  there  said,  of  the  probabU 
of  a  new  trial.— F.  H.  M. 
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4State8,  called  a  half  dime,  with  force  and  arms,  unlawfully, 
knowingly  and  feloniously  did  have  in  his  possession  with 
intent  to  defraud  a  certain  person  to  the  grand  jurors  afore- 
said unknown,  against  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case 
made  and  provided  and  against  the  peace  and  government 
of  the  United  States  of  America." 

The  second  count  is  in  the  same  words,  except  that  the 
intent  charged  is  to  defraud,  "  whosoever  he  might  be  abl^ 
to  defraud;"  and  the  3d,  4th  and  6th  counts  charge  the  in-r 
'tent  to  defraud  certain  individuals  named  in  those  counts 
respectively. 

The  jury  rendered  a  verdict  of  guilty  on  the  1st,  2d  and 
Sth  counts,  and  not  guilty  as  to  the  others  ;  and  the  court 
sentenced  the  prisoner  to  the  penitentiary  for  eight  years. 

The  case  is  here  on  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  on  exceptions 
to  several  rulings  of  the  court  below. 

Ist.  Section  3613  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United 
States,  provides  that : 

**  The  silver  coins  of  the  United  States  shall  be  a  trade- 
dollar,  a  half  dollar,  or  litty  cent  piece,  a  quarter  dollar,  or 
t^wenty-five  cent  piece,  a  dime,  or  ten  cent  piece,"  &c.     And 
it  proceeds  to  establish  the  weight  of  the  coins. 
Section  8515  declares : 

"  The  minor  coins  of  the  United  States  shall  be  a  five  cent 
piece,  a  three  cent  piece  and  a  one  cent  piece.  The  alloy  for 
the  five  and  three  cent  pieces  shall  be  of  copper  and  nickel, 
to  be  composed  of  three-fourths  copper  and  one-fourth  nickel. 
^*The  alloy  of  the  one  cent  piece  shall  be  ninety -five  per 
^Qtum  of  copper  and  five  per  centum  of  tin  and  zinc,  in 
^ch  proportions  as  shall  be  determined  by  the  Director  of 
^^e  Mint." 

Xhe  section  then  proceeds  to  establish  the  weight  of  the 
^Uior  coins. 

It  is  evident  these  minor  coins  contain  no  particle  of  silvei^ 
^^  other  substance  than  the  copper  and  nickel  composition  in 
*^  proportions  designated. 

It  appears^  then,  that  the  lowest  silver  coin  of  the  United 
"States  now  recognised  in  use  is  the  ten  cent  piece,  and  that 
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"  the  minor  coins  "  of  the  United  States  can  no  more  be  prop- 
erly called  ^'  silver  coins  "  than  they  can  be  described  as  ^^gold 
coins.'* 

By  section  5457,  under  Article  "  Crimes,"  it  is  provided 
that: 

"  Every  person  who  falsely  makes,  forges  or  coanterfeits, 
or  caases  or  procures  to  be  falsely  made,  forged  or  counter- 
feited, or  willingly  aids  or  assists  in  falsely  making,  forging 
or  counterfeiting,  any  coin  or  bars  in  similitude  of  the  gold 
or  silver  coins  or  bars  which  have  been,  or  hereafter  may  be, 
coined  or  stamped  at  the  mints  and  assay  offices  of  the 
United  States,  or  in  resemblance  or  similitude  of  any  foreign 
gold  or  silver  coin  which  by  law  is,  or  hereafter  may  be,  cur- 
rent in  the  United  States,  or  are  in  actual  use  and  circulation 
as  money  within  the  United  States,  or  who  passes,  utters, 
publishes  or  sells,  or  attempts  to  pass,  utter,  publish  or 
sell,  or  bring  into  the  United  States  from  any  foreign 
place,  knowing  the  same  to  bo  false,  forged  or  counter- 
feited, with  intent  to  defraud  any  body  politic  or  corpo- 
rate, or  any  other  person  or  persons  whatsoever;  or  has  in 
his  possession  any  such  false,  forged  or  counterfeited  coin  oi 
bars,  knowing  the  same  to  be  false,  forged  or  counterfeited^ 
with  intent  to  defraud  any  body  politic  or  corporate,  or  any 
other  person  or  persons  whatsoever,  shall  be  punished  by  a 
fine  of  not  more  than  five  thousand  dollars,  and  by  impris^ 
onment  at  hard  labor  not  more  than  ten  years." 

Then  Section  6468  provides  that — 

"  Every  person  who  falsely  makes,  forges  or  counterfeits, 
or  causes  or  procures  to  be  falsely  made,  forged  or  counter- 
feited, any  coins  in  the  resemblance  or  similitude  of  any  ol 
the  minor  coinage  which  has  been,  or  hereafter  may  be,  coined 
at  the  mints  of  the  United  States;  or  who  passes,  utters 
publishes,  or  sells,  or  brings  into  the  United  States  from  an; 
foreign  place,  or  has  in  his  possession,  any  such  false,  forged 
or  counterfeited  coin,  with  intent  to  defraud  any  peraor: 
whatsoever,  shall  be  punished  by  a  fine  of  not  more  thar 
•one  thousand  dollars,  and  by  imprisonment  at  hard  labor  foi 
not  more  that  three  years." 
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These  sections  differ  both  in  the  description  of  the  crimes 
tlierein  denounced  and  as  to  their  punishment. 

The  offence  of  having  in  possession  counterfeits  of  gold 
or  silver  coins  is  not  complete  unless  the  accused  had  them  in 
liis  possession  "  knowiuff  the  same  to  be  false,  forged  or  counter' 
^isiied;"  whereas  there  is  no  necessity  for  the  averment  or 
proof  of  such  scienter  under  the  section  punishing  the  pos- 
of  counterfeit  minor  coinage. 
The  accused  for  the  former  offence  may  be  imprisoned  to 
extent  of  ten  years,  while  the  limit  of  imprisonment 
the  latter  section  is  three  years. 
It  is  manifest  the  indictment  was  framed  under  Section 
,  both  because  the  offence  charged  refers  to  the  minor 
<^<^inagey  which  is  not  comprehended  under  Section  6467;  and 
^Iso  because  it  omits  the  charge  of  the  scienter,  which  is 
^^=^<i5spensable  under  the  latter  section.     And  as  the  impris- 
onment under  Section  6458  cannot  exceed  three  years,  the 
tence  for  eight  years  was  erroneous,  and  the  judgment 
be  reversed  upon  this  ground. 
2d.  The  next  inquiry  is,  whether  the  accused  could  be  pun- 
under  this  indictment  at  all,  and  whether  we  can 
the  case  to  the  court  below  for  the  imposition  of  a 
tence  of  imprisonment  not  exceeding  three  years.     Sec- 
n  3616,  as  we  have  seen,  establishes  certain  coins  to  which 
affixes  designations  by  which  alone  they  are  thereafter  to 
known.    They  are  ''^  minor  coins ;^^  known  by  no  other 
f>pellation  ;  and  none  other  than  these  particular  coins  are 
^^^O^braced  in  that  name.    And  as  none  of  the  minor  coins 
in  silver,  there  is  no  such  thing  known  to  the  law  as 
'ndnor  silver  coinage."    There  is  no  silver  money  now  coined 
in  value  than  the  dime.    The  old  five  cent  pieces,  some 
which  remain  in  circulation,  are  not  minor  coins,  within 
«  meaning  of  the  law.    The  punishment  for  forging  them 
be  sought  under  the  section  punishing  the  counterfeit- 
of  silver  coins,  and  not  under  the  section  relating  to  the 
T  coinage;  for  that  is  no  more  silver  than  it  is  gold 
en  the  law  mentions  minor  coins  it  in  fact  declares  that 
refers  to  coins  that  are  not  silver.    This  indictment,  there  - 
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fore,  is  contradictory,  and  sets  forth  an  ofienoe  not  kno 
to  the  law  ;  for  we  cannot  reject  the  word  "  silver  "  as  sup 
flaous,  and  help  out  the  indictment  by  intendment. 

In  the  case  of  the  United  States  vs.  Gardner,  in  1' 
Peters,  the  accused  was  indicted  for  counterfeiting  sum 
pieces  of  counterfeit  coin  in  the  resemblance  of  a  fore' 
silver  coin,  to  wit,  a  silver  coin  of  Spain,  called  head-pic 
reen.  It  appears  that  at  a  very  early  day  Congress  decla 
that  the  silver  money  of  the  United  States  should  consist 
dollars,  half  dollars,  quarter  dollars,  dimes  and  half  din 
and  established  their  respective  values.  It  also  declared  tl 
foreign  silver  coins  should  pass  current  at  the  rates  of  < 
hundred  cents  for  the  Spanish  milled  dollars,  ^*  and  in  prop 
tion  for  the  parts  of  a  dollar."  And  by  another  act  the  p 
ishment  was  prescribed  for  counterfeiting  *^any  coin  in 
resemblance  or  similitude  of  any  foreign  gold  or  silver  c 
which  by  law  now  is,  or  hereafter  may  be,  made  current  iw 
United  States:' 

It  appeared  that  the  silver  coin  known  as  a  head-pistav 
of  Spain,  purported  to  be  equal  in  value  to  one-fourth  oF 
Spanish  milled  dollar,  but  that  it  commonly  passed  iik 
United  States  for  twenty  cents,  although  its  value  by  as 
at  the  mint  was  nineteen  cents  and  a  fraction. 

The  question  for  the  court  was  whether  the  pistarec 
passing  current  as  a  twenty  cent  piece,  was  a  foreign  co 
which  by  law  was  current  in  the  United  States,  so  that  tl 
counterfeiting  of  such  a  coin  could  be  punished  under  tl 
statute.  The  Supreme  Court  decided  that  it  was  nc 
Although  passing  current  in  one  sense,  at  the  rate  of  twen 
cents,  in  was  not  current  by  law.  The  judgment  of  the  coi 
concluded  in  these  words : 

"  When  the  terms  ^  parts  of  a  dollar '  are  used  in  thi 
laws,  it  is  in  reference  to  the  division  of  a  dollar,  as  esti 
lished  at  the  mint ;  and  there  being  no  such  part  as  a  twei 
cent  piece,  or  fifth  of  a  dollar,  we  think  the  pistareen  is  i 
a  coin  made  current  by  law.  But  if  this  is  a  doubtful  o( 
^traction  of  the  act,  it  ought  to  be  adopted  in  a 
highly  penal  as  the  present." 
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In  this  case  there  was  no  demurrer  interposed,  or  motion 
to  quash  the  indictment.     But  we  nevertheless  think  we  are 
at  liberty  to  consider  the  defects  in  the  indictment  at  this 
time  in  view  of  the  decision  in  the  case  of  United  States  vs. 
Oooding,  12  Wheat.,  478.    It  was  there  held  it  was  com- 
petent for  the  court  while  the  case  was  under  argument 
before  the  jury  to  pass  upon  defects  in  an  indictment  not 
presented  by  demurrer  or  motion  to  quash,  although  the 
practice  was  not  one  to  be  encouraged.    In  this  case  we  are 
compelled  to  notice  this  point.     Our  ruling  upon  this  point 
does  not  exonerate  the  prisoner  from  future  responsibility  if 
ke  is  guilty.    The  trial  below  was  simply  what  is  known  .as  a 
fiJis-trial.    The  accused  has  been  arraigned  upon  an  indict- 
ttient  which  is  insufficient.     In  the  case  of  Cochrane  vs.  The 
State,  6th  Maryland,  406,  while  the  judgment  of  the  court 
l>elow  was  found  to  be  wrong  because  of  insufficiency  in  the 
indictment  it  was  still  held  that  the  party  charged  with  the 
crime  could  be  arrested  immediately  and  held  to  answer. 
lo  view  of  the  probability  of  such  a  re-trial  it  may  be  proper 
tliat  we  should  proceed  to  notice  some  of  the  points  argued 
*^©Te  by  the  counsel  for  the  prisoner. 

8d.  The  first   instruction   asked   by  the  counsel  for  the 
pHaoner  was : 

**In  order  to  convict  the  defendant,  the  jury  must  be  sat- 
isfied beyond  a  reasonable  doubt  that  he  had  in  his  possession 
^t  the  time  of  finding  the  indictment,  or  at  other  times 
"theretofore  before  his  arrest  and  confinement,  the  counterfeit 
^^oney,  or  some  of  it  charged  in  the  indictment,  with  intent 
to  defraud  some  one  named  or  described  in  the  indictment 
*Qd  if  they  do  not  so  find  they  will  acquit  him." 
^  If  the  word  "  described  "  is  taken  in  its  proper  and  legal 
^^firnrfication,  the  instruction  was  proper  in  form.    If,  how- 
®^or,  it  was  designed  as  a  request  to  the  court  to  say  that  it 
^^  essential  to  give  the  name  of  the  person  to  be  defrauded, 
H  ^as  incorrect.    The  averment  "to  defraud  a  certain  person 
^  the  jurors  unknown,'*  or  "  whomsoever  he  might  be  able 
^  defraud,"  was  a  sufficient  description  within  the  terms  of 
^^^  statute.    The  court  properly  said  it  was  not  necessary 
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to  show  that  this  prisoner  had  any  particalar  person  in  his 
mind,  bat  if  he  had  a  general  intention  to  defrand  and  the 
fraud  was  afterwards  perpetrated  throngh  his  famishing  the 
counterfeit  money,  his  g^sneral  intention  was  to  be  applied 
to  the  particalar  fraud,  whether  the  money  was  passed  or 
not.  But  the  statute  does  not  require  that  there  shall  have 
been  consummation  of  the  fraud  by  actually  passing  the 
money.  The  ofiiense  consists  in  his  having  it  in  his  posses- 
sion with  intent  to  defraud.  The  jury  cannot  convict  unless 
they  find  this  intent,  and  very  properly,  since  a  clergyman 
may  have  a  counterfeit  coin  in  his  possession,  which  he  may 
have  received  at  church ;  but  this  possession  is  not  criminal 
because  it  is  unaccompanied  by  the  intention  to  defraud. 

4th.  The  court  refused  to  instruct  the  jury  that — 

"  Unless  they  are  satisfied  from  the  evidence  that  there 
was  a  connection  between  the  defendant,  Westcot,  and 
Baker,  in  the  passing  of  the  said  alleged  counterfeit  money, 
then  they  must  acquit." 

But  we  have  seen  that  it  was  of  no  consequence  to  the 
offence  stated  in  the  indictment,  that  the  prisoner  should 
have  actually  passed  the  money  ;  and  if  it  were,  there  was 
no  necessity  that  any  connection  between  the  parties  named 
should  be  shown.  If  the  prisoner  had  the  counterfeit  coin 
in  his  possession  with  an  intention  to  defraud,  the  offence 
was  complete  ;  and  the  court  was  right  in  refusing  the 
instruction. 

5th.  The  defendant  then  offered  the  following   prayer  : 

"The  court  instructs  the  jury  that  the  evidence  of  an 
accomplice  is  entirely  for  their  consideration,  and  that 
whilst  it  is  in  their  power  to  convict  on  the  uncorrobo- 
rated testimony  of  an  accomplice,  yet  they  ouffht  not  to  find 
a  verdict  against  the  defendant  when  such  evidence  is  not 
corroborated." 

This  was  granted  by  the  court  with  the  qualification  that 
the  facts  testified  to  by  other  witnesses  were  competent 
evidence  to  be  conaidered  by  the  jury  as  corroborative  of  the 
testimony  of  Emma  Baker,  the  accomplice. 

In  the  recently  reported  case  of  The  United  States  vs.  Nev- 
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emon*  this  point  was  considered;  and  the  law  there  laid  down 
that  the  jory  may,  if  they  see  fit,  convict,  even  in  a  capital 
case,  npon  the  nnsnpfknted  testimony  of  an  accomplice  ;  but 
the  court  should  advise  the  jury  that  they  should  not  con- 
Wet  upon  unsupported  evidence  alone  and  without  corrobo- 
ration. 

6th«  The  defendant  asked  for  the  further  instruction : 

^  The  jury  must  be  satisfied  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt 

tl^At  the  counterfeit  coin  described  was  passed  upon  some 

€>T^e  of  the  parties  named  in  the  indictment,  by  defendant, 

or*  by  some  person  or  persons  who  procured  said  coin  from 

defendant,  and  such  actually  at  the  request  or  with  the 

lOwledge  of  the  defendant." 

TThis  prayer  again  raises  a  point  which  we  have  already 
^ticed,  respecting  the  passing  of  the  counterfeit  money,  a 
titer  not  at  all  involved  in  the  charge  under  considera- 
tioD,  and  was  properly  refused. 

The  cases  referred  to  in  Russell  and  Ryan,  have  been 

ecacamined.    They  are  not  applicable  here,  for  the  reason  that 

statute  of  George  11,  upon  which  they  are  decided,  is 

tirely  different  from  ours,  and  does  not  undertake  to 

p vanish  the  bare  possession  of  the  counterfeit  money  with 

^'^'tent  to  defraud,  as  is  the  case  in  our  statute. 

The  judgment  below  is  therefore  reversed. 

''•A.xite,  p,  152. 
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John  C.  Schneider  k  Son  rs.  Sarah  Garland. 

At  Law.    Ka  SItSOt. 

5  Decided  jAnaary  6^  18tt. 

I  The  Chief  Justio  b  and  Jostlees  Haavib  aad  Jmmmb  ■ftttnff.        ^ 

The  statute  In  force  within  the  District  of  Columbia  gorermng  the 
and  liabllitlcfl  of  married  women  possessed  of  aefMurale  property, 
commonly  called  the  Married  Woman *s  Act«  has  not  changed  the  o 
mon  law  rule  that  a  married  woman  cannot  be  sued  mi  huo  for  supp 
furnished  to  tier  for  the  support  of  the  famQy,  altboogfa  they  ¥ 
furnished  upon  the  faith  and  credit  of  her  separate  estate,  and  u 
her  promise  to  pay  for  the  same  out  of  said  estate. 

The  Case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 
Andrew  B.  Duvall  for  plaintiff : 

There  was  no  error  in  the  charge  of  the  coart,  while    ^€he 
general  engagements  of  a  feme  covert  are  void;  yet  she  rrm^y^ 
under  the  statute,  contract  as  if  she  was  sole  in  a  ma"S:ter 
having  relation  to  her  separate  estate;  that  is,  by  agreem^ot, 
annexed  to  and  connected  with  it,  for  its  benefit,  or  direc^tlj 
upon  its  faith  and  credit.     Stephen  vs.  Beall,  22  Wall.,  588; 
Harmon  ts.  Garland,  Wash.  L.  R.,  Vol.  IX,  No.  10;*  Mac^ey 
vs.  Cantrel,  70  K  Y.,  296. 

Her  capacity  to  contract  is  under  the  statute,  an  implica- 
tion of  law,  and  not  of  equity;  and  therefore  all  contracts 
made  by  her  within  the  scope  of  that  legal  capacity  are  leg^ 
contracts,  and  cognizable  in  a  court  of  law.     Kich  vs.  Hy&^*» 
8  Mac  A.,  536;  Knowles  vs.  Dodge,  Wash.  L.  R.,  Vol.  I^> 
No.  15  ;t  Cookson  vs.  Toole,  59  111.,  515  ;  Williams  vs.  ff«- 
genew,  69  111.,  214;  Conway  vs.  Smith,  13  Wis.,  140. 
.  A  married  woman  having  a  separate  estate,  engaged  boa^rd 
for  herself  and  husband,  promising  to  pay  for  the  same  a-^^ 
to  charge  her  separate  property  with  such  payment;  hel^> 
that  the  contract  was  binding;  that  the  separate  estate  w^^ 
chargeable  for  the  board  and  that  the  same  was  properly  set 
off  in  an  action  upon  a  note  given  to  her,  transferred  eStet 
maturity.     Maxon  vs.  Scott,  65  N.  Y.,  247. 

A  contract  similar  to  the  case  at  bar  was  maintained   ^^ 
law  in  a  State  where  the  strictest  construction  of  the  mar- 

♦Ante,  p.  1. 
fAnte,  p.  66. 


BCHKUBBR  V.  GtAMhAJSJ^.  861 

ried  woman's  statute  prevails.    Hammond  vs.  Corbatt^  61 
i^'-  H.,  805,  811. 

The  liability  at  law  is  res  adjudicata  in  this  coart,  supray 

rmon  vs.  Gkirland;  as  this  court  remarks  in  Knowles  vs. 

J  *^  It  would  be  a  fraud  on  her  part  to  allow  her  to 

T^podiate  a  debt  which  she  herself  had  contracted  in  this 

y^wkj  for  the  maintenance  of  her  otherwise  helpless  family 

and  herself." 

Eaonbr  ft  MaDDOX  for  defendant : 

The  demurrer  to  the  evidence  should  have  been  sustained. 
The  plaintiff  neither  averred  nor  proved  a  contract  within 
a  married  woman's  capacity  to  make^  under  sections  727  and 

ras,  R.  8.  D.  c. 

TThis  court  has  held  that  the  statute  confers  on  married 

^omen  no  new  rights  in  respect  to  the  means  of  acquiring 

l>x*CDperty.    It  does  not  authorise  them  to  make  an  executory 

ooKitract  for  the  purchase  of  another's  estate.    Rich  v.  Hyatt, 

8     :BfacA.,  586. 

TJnless  the  property  so  acquired  be  necessary  for  the  bene- 
fi-^^^al  enjoyment  of  that  already  owned  by  her.    Harmon  et 
•    V.  Garland,  Wash.  L.  R.,  Vol.  IX,  No.  10.* 

3ow  can  a  contract  for  the  purchase  of  necessaries  be 
^^mght  within  this  exception? 

"The  plaintiflPs  have  mistaken  their  tribunal.  Their  rem- 
should  have  been  sought  on  the  equity  side  of  this  court. 
So  far  as  relates  to  the  engagements  not  within  the 
3)acity  given  by  implication  of  the  statute,  the  remedy 
en  a  proper  case  exists,  must  be  sought  under  the  rules  in 
^^'ation  to  the  general  contracts  of  married  women  and 
^"■^^ir  binding  eftect  on  their  separate  estates  in  equity,  as 
^*^cJer  the  old  forms  of  settlement.  Cookson  v.  Toole,  59 
£J^.»  621 J  Bauman,  Adm'r,  v.  Street,  76  His.,  529 ;  Owen  v. 
^^Wley,  86  N.  Y.,  604. 

-^r.  Justice  Haqnbr  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court : 

This  is  an  action  at  law,  brought  by  the  plaintiflfs  to  re- 
^r  a  sum  of  money  claimed  to  be  due  by  the  defendant,  a 

"^jite,  p.  1. 
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married  woman  owning  separate  estate  in  her  own  right 
in  the  District  of  Columbia,  for  groceries  sold  and  deliveTed 
to  her  under  the  following  circumstance,  as  set  forth  in  the 
bill  of  exception  : 

^^At  the  trial  of  this  cause  the  plaintiffs,  to  maintain  the 
issue  on  their  part  joined,  offered  and  gave  evidence  tending 
to  show  that  in  September,  1878,  the  defendant,  a  married 
woman,  owning  separate  estate  in  her  own  right  in  the 
District,  who  prior  to  that  time  had  dealt  with  the  plain- 
tiffs exclusively  for  cash,  requested  that  credit  on  a  ranning 
account,  to  the  amount  of  about  $20  a  month,  be  extended 
to  her.  She  stated  to  the  plaintiffs  at  that  time  that  she 
was  the  owner  of  several  houses  in  her  own  right,  and  that 
she  would  pay  every  month  out  of  her  separate  estate ;  that 
she  made  the  bills  and  would  pay  them  ;  that  the  acooont 
was  for  groceries  and  necessaries  for  the  family.  The  ac- 
count was  opened,  and,  running  largely  in  excess  of  $20  a 
month,  had,  in  December  following,  amounted  to  $250  and 
upwards.  Thereafter  the  defendant,  at  different  times,  paid 
$100  on  the  account.  In  April,  1879,  there  still  being  due 
$155.37,  the  plaintiffs  called  upon  the  defendant,  and  de- 
manded a  settlement.  She  then  said  that  she  was  about  to 
sell  one  of  her  houses,  situated  on  F  street,  and  would  pay 
the  plaintiffs  out  of  the  proceeds  of  this  sale.  The  honse  is 
not  yet  sold.  The  defendant  was  living  with  her  husband 
and  his  family  at  Clark  Mills'  place  in  the  county.  The 
goods  were  delivered  there.  The  husband  was  notoriously 
insolvent  and  out  of  employment.  The  plaintiffs  there 
rested. 

The  defendant  thereupon  asked  the  court  to  instruct  the 
jury  as  follows : 

"  Ist.  That  on  the  whole  evidence  the  plaintiffs  were  not 
entitled  to  recover,  and 

'*2d.  That  a  married  woman  living  with  her  husband 
cannot  render  herself  personally  liable  on  a  verbal  contract 
for  the  purchase  of  necessaries  for  the  family,  without  charg- 
ing her  separate  estate  for  the  payment  of  the  debt,  or  pronus* 
ing  to  pay  out  of  her  separate  estate." 
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These  iostnictions  the  conrt  refused  to  give,  but,  as  the 
exception  states,  charged  the  jury  sabstantially,  that  if  they 
believed  from  the  evidence,  that  defendant's  husband  was 
insolvent  and  without  means  to  provide  for  his  family,  and 
that  the  plaintiffs,  relying  upon  the  faith  and  credit  of  de- 
fendant's separate  estate,  extended  the  credit  and  delivered 
the  merchandise  to  her  upon  her  promise  to  pay  for  the 
<ame  out  of  her  separate  estate;  that  plaintiffs  were  entitled 
to  recover  against  the  defendant. 
To  the  court's  refusal  to  charge  as  prayed,  the  defendant 
excepted,  and  the  verdict  being  for  the  plaintiff,  the  case  is 
brought  here  on  appeal. 

It  involves  the  construction  of  the  statutes  in  force  within 

^b.ls  District  governing  the  rights  and  liabilities  of  married 

^i^omen  possessed  of  separate  estates.     The  statutes  have 

''^jpeatedly  been  before  us  for  examination  in  different  forms  > 

bxxt;  this  is  the  first  instance  in  which  the  question  has  been 

pv^^ssented  whether  a  married  woman  whose  husband  is  insol- 

^^»t  and  without  means  to  provide  for  the  family,  can  be 

sc^^sd  at  law  for  supplies  furnished  to  her  for  the  support  of 

^fc^^  family  by  merchants  who  relied  upon  the  faith  and 

^**^5dit  of  her  separate  property,  and  delivered  the  merchan- 

^'*'  ^ae  to  her  upon  her  verbal  promise  to  pay  for  the  same  out 

^^^"    such  separate  estate. 

^e  must  apply  in  the  examination  of  these  statutes  the 
iversal  rules  of  interpretation  and,  Jirsty  consider,  what 
the  state  of  the  law  before  their  enactment  and,  next, 
^  mischief  to  be  remedied. 

INothing  can  be  plainer  than  the  proposition  that  at  com- 

on  law  all  contracts  and  agreements  of  a  married  woman 

w"  ^re  held  absolutely  void  at  law  ;  that  all  proceedings  at 

to  enforce  them  were  fruitless  and  illegal,  and  that  she 

^Id  be  compelled  to  perform  them  in  equity  alone.     As 

sfca^ted  succinctly  by  Chancellor  Kent  in  2  Com.,  160,    '  at 

^^^^  a  woman  cannot  be  sued  as  a  feme  sole  while  the  relation 

^*   ^tkarriage  exists  and  she  and  her  husband  are  living  under 

f-tie  aame  government." 

^lie  exceptional  cases,  where  the  wife  might  be  sued  at 
26 
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law,  are  all  comprehended  within  this  statement ;  as,  where 
the  husband  was  banished,  or  had  abjured  the  realm,  or  was 
an  alien  living  abroad;  but  there  is  no  trace  anywhere  to  be 
found  in  the  cases,  of  the  idea  that  at  common  law  the  insol- 
vency of  a  husband,  living  with  his  wife,  aftbrded  any  war* 
rant  for  the  claim  to  sue  the  wife  at  law  for  any  agreement 
on  her  part  of  any  description.  It  is  well  settled  that  the 
courts  have  declined  to  invade  these  common  law  rules  be- 
yond the  requirements  of  the  amendatory  statutes,  but  have 
uniformly  held  that  the  common  law  disabilities  continue 
except  so  far  as  they  have  been  removed  by  statute.  Brad- 
street  vs,  Baer,  41  Md.',  28. 

It  is  equally  well  known  that  at  the  common  law,  in  the 
absence  of  a  previous  settlement,  all  the  personal  property 
of  the  wife  devolved  absolutely  upon  the  husband,  and  that 
during  the  coverture,  he  was  entitled  to  the  entire  control 
and  management  of  her  realty,  and  the  sole  enjoyment  of 
its  rents  and  profits,  without  obligation  on  his  part  to  repair 
it,  and  without  power  on  her  part  to  dispose  of  it  by  will 
or  convey  away  a  particle  of  it  ;  or  to  enter  into  any  con- 
tract or  agreement  for  its  preservation  or  improvement  with- 
out his  assent. 

It  was  to  change  these  features  of  the  common  law,  so 
liable  to  be  enforced  to  the  injury 'of  the  wife's  interests 
that  Congress  passed  the  statute  of  April  10,  1869,  con- 
tained  in   sections  727  to  730,  inclusive,  of  the   Revised 
Statutes  of  the  District  of  Columbia. 

Section  727  declares  :  "  In  the  District,  the  right  of  any 
married  woman  to  any  property,  personal  or  real,  belonging 
to  her  at  the  time  of  marriage,  or  acquired  during  marriage 
in  any  other  way  than  by  gift  or  conveyance  from  her  hus- 
band, shall  be  as  absolute  as  if  she  were  unmarried,  and  shall 
not  be  subject  to  the  disposal  of  her  husband  nor  be  liable 
for  his  debts." 

It  is  apparent  that   this  section   was  only  designed  to 
change  the  previous  rule  of  law  as  to  the  ownership  of  the 
wife's  property,  and  thus  cure  one  of  the  then  existing  mis-  - 
chiefs. 
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Sat  it  is  silent  as  to  the  qaestion  of  her  existing  disability 

"to  contract.    By  virtue  of  this  section,  her  real  and  personal 

property  designed  to  be  embraced  within  it,  belongs  abso- 

lately  to  her,  jnst  as  similar  property  may  belong  to  the 

fe's  infant  brother;  but,  so  far  as  this  section  is  concerned, 

e  remained  more  incapacitated  to  make  a  contract  to  bind 

lueT  at  law  than  her  infant  brother,  since  he  might  bind  him- 

6olf  for  necessaries  by  a  contract  which  might  be  enforced 

si^t;  law. 

By  section  728,  it  is  provided  :  "  Any  married  woman 
rrkay  convey,  devise  or  bequeath  her  property  or  any  interest 
t^herein  in  the  same  manner  and  with  like  effect  as  if  she 
'^^^re  unmarried." 

The  purpose  of  this  section  undoubtedly  was  solely  what 
it;   expresses  in  words.     No  power  to  enter  into  any  contract, 
forceable  at  law,  can  be  gathered  from  its  language. 
The  question  of  the  wife's  right  to  contract  is  treated  of 
the  two  succeeding  sections. 
Section  729.   "  Any  married  woman  may  contract  and  sue 
&rid  be  sued  in  her  own  name  in  all  matters  having  relation  to 
her  sole  and  separate  property^  in  the  same  manner  as  if  she 
'W'ere  unmarried." 

That  the  words  "  having  relation  to  her  sole  and  separate 
property,"  were  designed  to  limit  the  range  of  her  contracts 
is  obvious.  Unless  such  a  purpose  existed  on  the  part  of  Con- 
gress, the  words  would  have  been  omitted,  and  she  would 
have  been  clothed  with  unlimited  power  to  contract  upon  all 
subjects  as  a  sole  trader,  and  to  make  any  purchases  necessary 
to  carry  on  such  business.  The  statutes  of  some  of  the  States 
^^nfer  such  power  upon  a  feme  covert,  but  in  the  language  of 
this  court  in  Ritch  vs,  Hyatt,  3  Mac  A.,  541,  "our  statute  has 
^^nferred  neither  of  these  powers  on  the  married  woman." 

What  then  is  the  meaning  of  this  phrase?    It  is  plain  that 

'^c  matters*^  referred  to  must  be  such  as  actually  have  "relation 

^  her  sole  and  separate  property,"  and  not  such  as  she  herself 

^^y  choose  to  say  have  such  relation,  irrespective  of  the  fact. 

^^less  this  be  so,  her  separate  estate  may  be  liable  at  law 

*or  whatever  useless  or  frivolous  expenditure  a  silly  woman 
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may  see  fit  to  embark  in  for  her  personal  adornment,  provi- 
ded she  may  declare  it  relates  to  her  estate.  Snch  a  con- 
struction would  do  violence  to  the  words  and  to  the  purpose 
of  the  law  giver.  The  words  '^  matters  having  relation  to," 
clearly  mean  matters  appertaining  to  or  having  connection 
with  or  about  her  estate,  in  facty  and  not  such  as  may  be 
claimed  to  relate  to  it,  simply  berause  she  may  have  seen  fit 
to  say,  in  opposition  to  the  facts,  that  they  do  relate  to  it. 
In  no  just  sense  of  the  language  can  it  be  said  that  agree- 
ments for  the  hire  of  a  stall  at  an  opera,  or  to  pay  the  expen- 
ses of  costly  balls  or  for  extravagant  gems,  are  contracts  rela- 
ting to  the  wife's  separate  estate. 

The  contracts  referred  to  in  the  statute  were  such  as,  in 
justice,  should  have  been  made  binding  upon  her  and  her 
property,  after  all  of  it,  both  personal  and  real,  had  been  re- 
moved from  the  disposal  of  the  husband,  and  vested  as 
absolutely  in  her  as  if  she  were  unmarried.  The  repair  and 
improvement  of  the  separate  estate  of  an  unmarried  sister 
should  not  be  charged  against  a  married  man,  but  should  be 
paid  by  the  owner  who  has  a  right  to  its  revenues  ;  and  the 
wife,  under  section  727,  of  our  Revised  Statutes,  is  as  much 
an  unmarried  woman  as  to  her  separate  property  as  the  spins-  - 
ter  in  the»case  we  have  supposed. 

The  language  of  section  729  creates  powers  and  liabilities^ 
with  respect  to  the  same  subject-matter,  and  deals  with  that^ 
subject-matter  throughout.  The  section  gives  the  marriedE: 
woman  power  to  contract  "  in  all  matters  having  relation  t 
her  sole  and  separate  estate,"  to  sue  in  all  such  matters,  an 
renders  her  liable  to  be  sued  in  respect  of  the  same  matte 
If  she  can  contract  or  be  sued  respecting  any  particnla-^E 
"  matter,"  she  can  equally  sue  with  respect  to  the  nam  m' 
matter ;  and  of  course  upon  the  same  ground — that  it 
"  relation  to  her  sole  and  separate  estate." 

K  a  married  woman  can  contract  and  be  sued  at  law  for 
grocer's  bill,  she  could  equally  sue  the  tradesman  at  law, 
the  goods  furnished  were  inferior  in  quality,  or  less  in  qua' 
tity  than  agreed  on  or  because  he  refused  to  supply  them  afl 
contracting  so  to  do.    In  such  case  the  goods  would  eith 
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have  been  oonsamed  or  never  famished  to  her.  Could  she 
be  said  then  to  sae  in  a  matter  having  relation  to  her  sole 
and  separate  estate?  To  what  part  of  her  separate  estate 
would  such  suit  relate?  But  if  she  could  not  sue  in  such 
case  because  the  matter  of  the  smt  is  not  one  relating  to 
her  separate  estate^  neither  can  she  contract  or  be  sued  with 
r^espect  to  such  matter  for  the  same  reason. 

Again,  the  last  provision  on  the  subject,  section  780,  de- 


'*  Neither  the  husband  nor  his  property  shall  he  bound  by 

^'^Y  such  contract  made  by  a  married  woman,  nor  liable  in 

-^By  recovery  against  her  in  any  such  suit ;  but  judgment 

XMiay  be  enforced  by  execution  against  her  sole  and  separate 

estate  in  the  same  manner  as  if  she  were  unmarried." 

This  is  a  plain  legislative  declaration  that  the  husband  and 
"18  estate  shall  not  be  answerable  for  any  contract  the  wife 
^3  arUthorized  to  make  by  the  previous  section.  If  she  makes 
^Ucht  a  contract,  he  and  his  property  are  forever  absolved 
its  payment. 
The  provision  is  reasonable  enough,  if  the  power  of  the 
to  contract  is  confined,  as  was  intended,  to  matters 
^^«tlly  and  actually  about  and  connected  with  and  apper- 
"^^-ining  to — that  is,  " having  relation  to" — her  oivn  estate. 
j^pon  no  reason  in  justice  should  the  husband  be  answerable 
.Quch  a  case,  for  there  was  no  original  liability  upon  his 
to  pay  for  the  improvement  of  another's  property,  and 
2^^  has  made  no  contract  to  do  so.  But  if  the  construction 
^^^Bisted  on  by  the  plaintiffs'  counsel  be  correct,  this  pro- 
^^i^on  of  the  section  is  indefensible  in  reason,  morals,  or  pub- 
*io   policy. 

The  husband  is  bound  to  support  his  family,  and  especially 

^   supply  them  with  food,  shelter  and  clothing  according  to 

*^i^  condition  in  life  ;  and  no  act  or  agreement  by  the  wife 

^^tiile  they  are  living  together,  can  absolve  him  from  this  duty. 

The  grocer's  bill,  which  may  consist  in  great  part  of  sup- 

es  ministering  to  his  vices  and  idleness,  is  payable  by  him. 

-Primarily  and  honestly,  it  always  should  be  chargeable  to  the 

'^'^^band,  until  it  is  discharged. 


868  Schneider  v.  Garland. 

Bat  if  the  wife,  as  in  the  present  case,  can  take  this  charge 
upon  herself  by  such  an  agreement  as  is  here  shown,  the 
tradesman  can  never  sue  the  husband,  nor  recover  a  cent 
from  him  on  account  of  the  claim.  The  statute  does  not 
require  that  the  married  woman  shall  relain  her  '^sole  and 
separate  estate "  until  the  time  of  the  suit ;  it  is  enough 
that  she  was  possessed  of  such  at  the  time  of  the  contract. 

It  need  not  consist  of  real  estate,  but  may  equally  be  per- 
sonalty,  which  she  may  have  sold  the  day  after  the  contract 

Or,  if  real  estate,  it  may  have  been  bound  by  prior  obli- 
gations, which  may  render  the  tradesman's  right  of  recovery 
entirely  useless  to  him.  And  notwithstanding  the  husbandi 
by  a  turn  of  the  wheel  of  fortune,  may  have  become  wealthy 
in  the  meantime,  he  is  to  go  scot  free  from  liability  and  the 
plaintiff*  is  left  to  watch  his  chance  to  obtain  payment  from 
the  married  woman — perhaps  from  what  she  may  acquire  as 
the  widow  of  the  real  debtor. 

Could  Congress  have  intended  to  enact  a  law  having  such 
consequences  ?  There  could  be  nothing  devised  more  likely 
to  promote  idleness  and  vice  than  a  statute  thus  offering  a 
premium  to  worthless  husbands  to  refrain  from  all  effort  to 
gain  a  support  for  their  families,  and  to  appropriate  what 
they  may  casually  pick  up,  to  their  own  private  indul- 
gences. 

We  think  the  question  has  been  placed  upon  its  proper 
foundation  in  the  case  of  Ritch  vs.  Hyatt  before  referred  to. 
It  appeared  in  that  case  that  a  married  woman  was  seized  of 
an  undivided  interest  in  a  parcel  of  land  ;  and  that  she,  with 
two  others  of  her  co-tenants,  "  with  the  purpose  of  bene- 
fitting her  sole  and  separate  estate,"  (as  was  averred  in  the 
nary)  agreed  to  purchase  the  undivided  share  of  the  remain- 
ing co-tenant,  and  joined  in  the  execution  of  a  bond  for  the 
purchase  money  of  this  fourth  part ;  and  an  action  was 
brought  in  this  court  against  the  married  woman,  at  law,  on 
the  bond. 

It  was  insisted  that  this  contract  was  made  in  a  matter 
relating  to  her  sole  and  separate  estate ;  but  this  position 
was  not  sustained  by  the  court,  which  held  that  the  contract 
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was  about  a  matter  relating  to  something  else — namely^  to 
«D  estate  which  was  not  her  property  at  the  time,  but  be- 
longed to  some  one  else  ;  that  it  therefore  related  to  her  co- 
tenant's  estate,  and  that  she  could  not  contract  at  law  with 
relation  to  such  property,  though  with  a  view  to  its  ac- 
quisition. 

In  other  words,  that  a  married  woman  cannot  undertake 
'to  purchase  an  article  and  call  it  when  bought,  her  separate 
^eetate,  so  that  her  agreement  to  buy  the  thing  thus  purchased 
xnay  be  considered  a  contract  in  relation  to  the  property  she 
4:;bus  proposes  for  the  first  time  to  acquire.  A  fortiori  would 
"^his  be  so  where  the  thing  acquired  consisted  of  supplies, 
<5onsumed  in  their  use,  and  never,  except  by  the  wildest  lati- 
tude of  construction,  admitting  of  the  designation  of  ^'  her 
-^le  and  separate  estate." 

We  have  been  refered  to  the  case  of  Harmon  vs..  Gar- 
land, recently  decided  by  this  courts  as  sustaining  the  plain- 
tiiff's  right  to  recover  in  this  action. 

In  that  case  the  married  woman  purchased  furniture  under 
c^ircumstances  stated  as  follows  in  the  special  verdict :  <<  We 
farther  find  that  said  furniture  was  bought  and  used  by  the 
defendant  for  furnishing  a  house  forming  part  of  her  separ- 
ate estate,  which  house  so  furnished  defendant,  thereafter 
«nted."  Justice  Wylie,  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court, 
<8aid,  ^*  we  think  it  is  a  fair  inference  from  the  verdict  in  this 
^ase,  that  the  defendant  in  order  to  rent  the  house  to  advan- 
tage had  to  furnish  it." 

Under  these  facts  the  court  held  that  the  contract  was 
^about  a  matter  relating  to  her  separate  estate ;  like  the  pur- 
chase of  stock  or  employment  of  labor  for  the  working  of 
her  farm.  But  the  theory  of  the  decision,  though  it  went 
further  than  this  court  has  gone  in  any  other  case,  was  en- 
tirely consistent  with  the  view  of  the  law  as  expressed  in 
the  present  case,  and  furnishes  no  support  to  the  plaintiff's 
claim  to  recover. 

Nothing  we  have  said  is  designed  to  controvert  the  prin- 
dple  which  recognizes  the  right  of  a  creditor  to  enforce  ui 
tquUy  any  contract  or  agreement  made  by  a  married  woman 
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with  reference  to  her  separate  estate.  The  jurisdiction  of 
chancery  to  decree  relief  in  such  cases  has  never  been  doabted^ 
certainly  not  for  centuries  past ;  and  the  existence  of  this 
authority  is  an  ample  protection  against  the  extreme  and 
improbable  cases  suggested,  that  because  of  this  view  of  the 
law,  the  possessor  of  valuable  property  may  sufier  for  the 
necessaries  of  life.  We  are  simply  deciding  the  question 
submitted  to  us  in  this  case  ;  and  believing  that  no  right  of 
action  exists  at  law  against  the  defendant,  the  ruling  of  the 
court  below  in  the  third  exception  set  forth,  is  reversed. 
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Thb  District  of  Columbia 

Tab  Washington  and  Georgetown  Railroad  Co. 

At  Law.    No.  22,457. 
Same 

The  Metropolitan  Railroad  Co. 

At  Law.    No.  22,458. 

^  <^     Statutes  of  limitations  are  to  be  construed  strictly  and  will  not  be 
^      extended  by  implication. 

^"^  To  arrive  at  the  correct  meaning  of  a  statute  the  court  will  examine 
Its  language  throughout  and  will  import  words  from  all  portions  of  it 
to  qualify  the  meaning  of  the  whole. 

As  respects  public  rights  municipal  corporations  are  not  within 
ordinary  limitation  statutes. 

Under  the  second  section  of  the  Revised  Statutes  relating  to  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia,  the  liability  of  the  District  to  be  sued  and  impleaded 
to  the  full  extent  of  other  municipalities  is  plainly  implied  in  the 
general  language  which  creates  it  ^*  a  body  corporate  for  municipal 
purposes,*'  and,  in  the  absence  of  any  provision  to  the  contrary,  what- 
ever liabilities  may  properly  attach  to  municipalities  in  general,  are 
equally  devolved  upon  the  District  government.  Hence,  wlienever 
the  Maryland  act  of  1715,  ch.  23,  which  is  the  statute  of  limitations  in 
force  in  this  District,  may  be  interposed  to  a  claim  of  an  ordinary 
municipality,  it  may  be  availed  of  against  the  District  of  Columbia. 
.  By  the  charter  of  certain  street  railway  companies  of  Washington 
and  Georgetown,  the  companies  were  required  to  keep  their  tracks 
and  the  adjacent  part  of  the  streets,  at  all  times,  well  paved  and  in 
good  order,  without  expense  to  the  United  States,  and  to  the  District^ 
the  District  being  also  bound  by  statute  to  take  all  proper  care  of  its 
streets  and  avenues.  On  the  failure  of  the  companies  to  perform  this 
duty  the  work  was  done  and  paid  for  by  the  District,  and  to  obtain 
reimbursement  for  the  outlay,  suit  was  afterwards  brought  by  it 
^inst  tne  companies. 

«3,  1 .  That  after  the  acceptance  of  their  charters,  the  companies  could 

Hot  be  heard  to  object  that  the  provision  was  illegal  or  incapable  of 

enforcement  against  them.    2.  That  the  right  of  action  grew  out  of 

Und  was  foun&d  upon  the  obligation  in  the  charters  as  well  of  the 

I>istrict  as  of  the  companies,  and  that  the  suit  was  an  action  founded 

Upon  those  statutes.    3.  That  the  statutory  obligation  of  the  com- 

tHinies  had  been  broken  if  the  paving  had  caused  any  expense  to  the 

l^iatrict,  and  this  fact  would  furnish  the  consideration  and  foundation 

Of  the  claim  for  reimbursement.    4.  That  the  action  was  not  within 

^ny  of  the  enumerated  actions  mentioned  in  the  1st  section  of  the 

Maryland  act  of  1715,  chap.  23,  to  which  the  plea  of  limitation  would 

t>e  available. 

*    Charges  or  assessments  made  against  property  owners  for  street  im- 

^roTenqents,  bv  a  municipality  having  power  so  to  do,  are  in  the  nature 

^^f  taxes  and  in  the  absence  of  some  additional  provision  declaring 

Xlmitation  a  bar,  such  a  plea  is  no  defense. 


862 


District  r.  W.  ft  G.  IL  R.  Co. 


7.  When  the  charters  of  the  eompanies  bind  them  to  pave  and  keep  in 
repair  the  streets  upon  which  their  trades  are  laid  and  they  neglect 
so  to  do,  and  the  District,  thereupon  does  the  worlc  and  brlnipi  suit 
against  them  for  reimbursement,  the  fact  that  no  assessment  had 
been  made  against  the  companies  by  the  District  for  such  work  is  im- 
material in  its  effect  upon  toe  right  to  set  up  limitations  as  a  defense: 
the  companies  occupy  the  same  position  with  respect  to  the  statute  of 
limitations  that  they  would  have  held  if  the  amount  chaigeable  against 
them  had  been  made  the  subject  of  a  regular  assessment  which  they 
had  refused  to  pay  and  for  which  the  action  liad  been  brought. 

6.  One  section  of  the  charters  of  the  companies  required  them  to  keep 
their  traclts,  &c.,  at  all  times,  well  paved  and  in  good  order:  and  by  an* 
other  section  it  was  provided,  ^^  tbat  nothing  in  this  act  shall  prerent 
the  government,  at  any  time,  f  rom/tftertn^  the  grades  or  oiherwUe  Mipftw- 
ing  all  avenues  or  streets  occupied  by  said  roads,  or  the  respecttre 
cities  from  so  altering  or  improving  such  streets  or  avenues,  and  the 
sewerage  thereof,  as  may  be  under  their  respective  authority  and 
oontrol;  and  in  such  event  U  shall  be  the  duty  of  su^  company  to  ckangs 
(heir  said  railroad  so  as  to  conform  to  such  grade  or  pavement.  The  com- 
panies' charters  also  provided,  '*  that  the  use  ana  maintenance  of  said 
roads  shall  be  subject  to  the  municipal  regulations  of  the  citiea  of 
Washington  and  Georgetown." 

Hdd.  That  the  companies  were  l>ound  by  the  charters  not  only  to 
once  the  designated  portions  of  the  streets,  but  to  repair  the  pa' 
and  to  change  the  grade  and  lay  new  pavements  within  the  pre 
limits  whenever  the  mnnicipidity,  in  its  discretion,  should  see  _ 
to  make  ctiauges  in  the  streets,  rendering  such  work  proper  to  be  doi 
on  the  part  of  the  companies. 

9.  Where,  on  the  failure  of  the  companies  to  pave,  Ac.,  as  reqaired  b; 
their  charters,  the  work  is  done  by  the  District,  assumpsit  lor  the 
covery  of  the  sum  expended  is  a  more  appropriate  form  of  action 
debt ;  and  the  declaration  should  charge  that  the  sums  paid  were 
the  work  was  reasonably  worth,  the  recovery  being  limited  to 
reasonable  expenses  incurred  by  the  city  as  shall  be  ascertained  by 
jury.    Extravagant  amounts  recldessly  expended  in  the  work  withon^^ 
reference  to  its  true  value  should  not  be  allowed. 

Thb  Case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Riddle  ft  Miller  for  plaintiff. 

Enoch  Totten  for  defendant. 

Mr.  Justice  Hagner  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Ck> 

These  cases  have  been  argued  here  in  the  first  instance, 
the  interesting  questions  involved  have  been  exhaostiveE^    ^ 
discussed  by  counsel. 

In  the  first  case  the  District  of  Columbia  claims  from  t 
Washington  &  Georgetown  Company  $20,049.66,  and  in  t 
second,  the  sum  of  $153,216.15  from  the  Metropolitan  Coi 
pany. 

The  pleadings  are  alike  in  essentials,  and  we  shall  cond 
those  in  the  latter  case,  which  we  find  printed  in  the  recoi 
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The  declaration  avers  the  incorporation  of  the  plaintiff 
ind  defendant  corporations ;  that  the  District  Gk>vemment 
18  intrasted  bj  law  with  ample  powers  to  take  charge  of  and 
improve  all  streets,  avenues,  &c.,  of  the  consolidated  mnni- 
dpalitj ;  that  bj  the  charter  of  the  defendant,  which  it  duly 
accepted,  it  was  authorized  to  construct  a  street  railroad  be- 
"tween  certain  points  therein  named  ;  that  it  entered  upon 
liiid  down  and  constructed  its  tracks  along  the  streets  and 
.^kvenues  designated,  and  still  continues  to  retain  and  work 
%t8  track  along  and  over  such  streets  and  avenues.  That  by 
he  fourth  section  of  the  charter  it  was  provided :  "  That 
he  said  corporation  hereby  created  shall  be  bound  to  keep 
d  tracks,  and  for  the  space  of  two  ( 2 )  feet  beyond  the 
Qter  rail  thereof,  and  also  the  space  between  the  tracks,  at 
1  times  well  paved  and  in  good  order  without  expense  to 
e  United  States  or  to  the  city  of  Washington."  That 
^■fterwards,  in  the  due  exercise  of  the  powers  conferred  upon 
he  plaintiff  and  pursuant  to  law,  it  ordered  and  directed 
iiat  said  streets  and  avenues  should  be  repaired  and  im- 
roved  as  follows,  amending  the  grades  and  laying  down  new 
greatly  needed  pavements,  to  wit :  First  street  east,  con- 
i^te  pavement,  (with  a  similar  statement  as  to  a  large 
urnber  of  other  streets  and  avenues);  of  which  the  defend- 
^t;  had  notice.  That  thereupon  it  became  and  was  the  duty 
said  defendant,  pursuant  to  said  fourth  section  of  its 
rter^  to  conform  its  tracks  to  said  grade,  and  pave  the 
^tire  space  between  two  lines  running  parallel  with  its 
B,  two  feet  from  and  outside  of  its  exterior  rails,  upon 
^d  along  each  and  all  of  said  streets  and  avenues  so  occu- 
by  it,  in  conformity  with  the  plan  prescribed  by  the 
^l^intiff ;  which  said  duty  and  obligation  said  railroad  com- 
^ny  neglected  to  do,  and  did  not  do;  and  thereupon  the  plain- 
\  in  execution  of  its  orders  and  plans,  and  to  complete 
«  repairs  and  improvements  of  said  streets  and  avenues, 
obliged  to  and  did  grade  and  pave  said  portions  of  said 
^^^%ets  and  avenues  which,  as  aforesaid,  should  have  been 
^l^^aded  and  paved  by  said  railroad  company,  to  wit :  On  said 
^^ixst  street  east,  one  thousand  four  hundred  and  seventy-six 
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and  sixteen  hund  redths  (1,476.16)  square  yards  of  concrete 
pavement  at  three  dollars  ($8)  per  square  yard,  amoanting 
to  the  sum  of  four  thousand  four  hundred  and  twenty-eight 
dollars  and  forty-eight  cents,  ($4,428.48),  said  repair  and 
improvement  of  said  street  being  completed  and  finished  by 
the  plaintiff,  to  wit :  November  24, 1878,  (with  similarstate- 
ments  with  respect  to  the  other  streets  and  avenues  so  graded 
and  paved.) 

And  the  declaration  concluded  : 

"  And  the  plaintiff  claims  as  due  it  in  all  the  sum  of  one 
hundred  and  fifty-three  thousand  two  hundred  and  sixteen 
dollars  and  fifteen  cents,  ($153,216.15),  which  said  account 
for  work  and  material  has  been  duly  presented  to  the  defend- 
ant and  payment  thereof  refused,  whereby  an  action  haa 
accrued  to  the  plaintiff  to  maintain  its  said  action  against 
the  defendant,  and  recover  said  sura  of  one  hundred  and 
fifty-three  thousand  two  hundred  and  sixteen  dollars  and 
fifteen  cents,  ($153,216.15),  for  which  it  asks  judgment. 

The  defendant  appeared  and  pleaded — 

1.  That  it  is  not  indebted  as  alleged. 

2.  Non  assumpsit  infra  ires  annos. 

3.  Actio  noil  accrevit  infra  ires  annos. 

The  plaintiff  joined  issued  upon  the  1st  plea,  and  demurred 
to  the  2d  and  3d,  alleging  as  matter  to  be  argued  in  suppoft 
of  the  demurrer  **  that  the  nature  of  the  case  is  such  tb^^ 
the  statute  of  limitations  as  pleaded  does  not  apply. 

First.  It  is  insisted  by  the  plaintiff  that  the  statute  ^^ 
limitations  of  Maryland  ( 1715,  ch.  23),  which  is  in  force  her^ 
cannot  be  pleaded  to  any  action  brought  by  the  District  ^ 
Columbia. 

If  the  question  were  to  be  decided  upon  the  constructio* 
of  the  statute  alone,  we  should  be  very  strongly  inclined  ^ 
sustain  the  plaintiffs  position. 

It  is  perfectly  well  settled  that  statutes  of  limitation  whi^5 
undertake  to  abridge  or  destroy  the  right  of  a  suitor  to  bric^i 
his  action  at  any  time  before  payment,  and  are  therefore  ^ 
derogation  of  the  common  law  maxim  that  "  the  right  nev^ 
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dies,"  are  to  be  constnied  strictly,  and  will  not  be  extended 
by  implication  to  cases  not  clearly  desigoed  to  be;  included 
It  is  equally  true  that  courts,  to  arrive  at  the  correct  mean- 
ing of  a  statute,  will  examine  its  language  throughout,  and 
will  import  words  from  all  portions  of  it,  to  qualify  the 
meaning  of  the  whole.    Bode  vs.  State,  7  Gill.,  826. 

The  courts  of  England  applied  these  principles  to  the  in- 
terpretation of  the  statute  of  limitations  of  82  Henry  VIII,  ch. 
2,  which  limited  the  right  of  action  in  suits  of  right,  or  as- 
size, ftc.  unless  brought  within  sixty  yeare  from  the  accrual 
of  the  right.    The  language  was  most  general,  **  no  pepson  or 
J^^ersoTis  "  shall  maintain  such  actions  ;  yet,  as  the  statute  in 
Acme  of  the  sections,  speaks  of  the  possession  of  the  claim- 
"^nt  "  or  his  ancestor,"  Sir  Robert  Brooke,  in  his  Reading  on 
"tie  Statute,  says  :  "  A  mayor  and  commonalty,  by  their  name 
"^^f  corporation,  and  not  by  their  proper  names,  may  make 
-^^tle,  after  the  statute,  by  eighty  years  past,  because  that  is 
^^^   their  own  possession  and  not  of  the  seizen  of  their  an- 
^^^Btor  or  predecessor,  and  the  same  of  dean  and  chapter," 
*<5*     Brooke  Stat,  of  Lim..  83.     And  this  ruling  is  recog- 
^^i^ed  as  correct  by  all  the  authorities.    6  Comyn's  Dig., 
I^^mps  (Geo.  11),  p.  828. 

Sir  Robert  Brooke  died  more  than  sixty  years  before  the 

^ii^actment  of  21  James  I,  ch.  16.    It  is  impossible  to  doubt 

'tlxat  the  legislators  who  enacted  that  statute  knew  of  this 

osTistruction  which  many  yeara  before  had  been  placed  upon 

tlxe  statute  of  Henry  VIII,  and  were  therefore  aware  that 
'tlie  introduction  of  similar  expressions  into  the  law  they  were 

a.boat  to  enact  would  be  taken  by  the  courts  as  indicating  a 

purpose  to  confine  its  application  to  individuals.     And  in 

this  connection  it  is  important  to  examine  the  phraseology 

of  the  21  Jac.  I,  from  which  the  Maryland  statute  was  in 

great  part  taken. 

In  no  part  of  it  is  there  any  reference  in  express  terms  or 

^y  allusion  to  actions  by  municipalities.    The  purpose  of  the 

*^t  is  declared  to  be  the  quieting  of  men^s  estates;  the  parties 

P^iotiffs  are  spoken  of  throughout  as  "  person  or  persons," 

*^d  it  is  declared  in  the  first  section  that  "  no  person  or  per- 
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Bons  or  any  of  their  heirs,^^  shall  have  oi*  maintain  such  actions 
after,  &c.;  and  such  actions  "shall  be  sued  *  *  within 
twenty  years  next  after  title  and  cause  of  action  first  de- 
scended or  fallen."  By  section  2,  in  case  the  person  entitled 
shall  be  at  the  time  the  right  first  descendedy  &c.,  within  the 
age  of  twenty-one  years,  feme  coverts,  imprisoned,  or  beyond 
seas,  then  such  person  and  persons  and  their  heir  and  hdrs^ 
shall  have  an  action  within  the  time  limited  after  the  re- 
moval of  such  impediments. 

By  section  4,  in  case  judgment  be  given  for  the  plaintiff, 
in  such  action  and  be  reversed  for  error,  "  the  party  plaintiff, 
his  heirSy  executors  or  administrators ,  may  commence  a  new 
action,  &c."  And  by  section  7  a  saving  is  declared  in  favor 
of  plaintiffs  in  the  enumerated  personal  actions  who  maybe 
under  age,  feme  covert,  &c.,  at  the  time  such  action  accrued. 
None  of  the  contingencies  thus  referred  to  could  possibly 
apply  to  a  municipality;  and  the  personal  actions  enumerated^ 
though  properly  such  as  would  be  brought  by  individuals, 
could  not,  for  the  greater  part,  be  sustained  by  a  city  gov- 
ernment. 

It  seems  scarcely  possible,  with  the  rulings  of  the  courts 
before  them,  that  Parliament  in  enacting  this  statute  in  such 
words  as  these,  could  have  supposed  it  was  using  language 
which  would  comprehend  the  rights  of  the  powerful  munici- 
palities of  England,  then  almost  at  their  greatest  estate  in 
the  kingdom — far  more  wealthy  and  in  some  respects  more 
powerful  than  the  kings  themselves — without  adopting  the 
precaution  of  adding  words,  (and  a  few  words  would  have 
sufficed),  that  would  have  placed  the  question  beyond  con- 
troversy. And  it  is  a  circumstance  of  the  utmost  signifi- 
cance that  no  case  has  been  found,  and  we  feel  justified  m 
saying,  after  examining  every  accessible  authority,  that  none 
exists,  in  the  English  reports,  where  the  statute  of  21  3^' 
I,  ch,  16,  has  been  held  applicable  to  actions  brought  by  a 
municipality. 

"When  we  examine  the  Maryland  statute  of  1715,  ch.  23^ 
its  language  appears  to  give  still  stronger  indication  that  its 
framers  never  supposed  they  were  passing  a  statute  controlling 
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^e  rights  of  muuicipalities.     Annapolis  was  then  the  only 

citj  in  the  province,  and  its  charter  was  but  seven  years  old. 

2*he  provincial  lawyers  were  generally  well  read  men.  who 

acquired  their  learning  by  study  in  the  Inns  of  London> 

d  their  influence  in  shaping  the  legislation  of  the  province 

naturally  very  great.    They  must  have  known  that  either 

declaration  or  strong  implication  of  intention  was 

im^^^^essary  to  include  a  municipality  in  such  a  statute,  and 

tKm^t  if  they  used  words  which  were  properly  applicable  to 

^ividoals  alone  in  describing  the  cases  to  be  comprehended 

the  statute,  the  courts  would  limit  its  application  accord- 

They  omitted  from  the  law  the  prior  sections  of  the  21 
.  I,  relating  to  suits  respecting  land,  but  added  a  section 
nceming  bonds  and  other  securities,  not  found  in  the  usual 
K^fc^cttutes  of  limitation  in  this  country.  It  seems  to  us  that 
^^wiost  every  section  of  the  act  contains  language  of  the 
^liaracter  we  have  referred  to,  strongly  evincing  the  intention 
^^"^  the  provincial  legislature  to  confine  itself  to  what  the 
E^**«amble  declares  to  be  the  purpose  of  the  act,  "  the  quieting 
^^^  the  estates  of  the  inhabitants  of  the  province."  In  the 
^t^umeration  of  actions  in  section  2,  (almost  all  of  which 
^t^eauch  as  a  municipality  would  be  most  unlikely  to  bring), 
^Were  is  an  exception  of  such  as  concern  **  the  trade  or  merchan- 
accounts  between  merchant  and  merchants,  their  factors  and" 
rvants,  which  are  not  residents  within  this  province."  The 
t  contains  the  saving  clause  as  to  persons  under  age,  non 
Compos  mentis,  &c.,  and  a  further  provision  as  to  actions  on 
specialties  "  where  the  principal  debtor  and  creditor  have  been 
^<^th  dead  twelve  years'*^ — contingencies  as  impossible  of  appli- 
^^^tton  to  a  municipality,  as  its  ability  to  claim  through  an 
^'^cestor  was  held  to  be,  under  the  82  Henry  VIII. 

And  again,  we  are  struck  by  the  significant  fact  that, 

^■though  the  cases  contained  in  the  Maryland  Reports,  in 

^'*iich  actions  were  brought  by  municipalities  are  numbered 

.  ^  the  hundred,  there  can  be  found  no  reported  case  where 

.        l^as  been  held  that  the  statute  applied  to  a  suit  brought 

^  municipality.    In  several  of  the  cases,  where  the  claims 
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of  a  city  government  appear  to  have  been  contested  by 
tingaished  counsel  with  the.  utmost  vigor,  if  we  can  onjj 
rely  upon  the  dates  stated  by  the  reporter,  the  statute  of 
limitations  would  have  been  a  bar ;  but  it  never  seenLs  to 
have  occurred  to  the  counsel  that  it  was  available  as  a  defenae. 
Nor  has  such  a  decision  been  found  in  this  jurisdiction,  where 
for  fifty  years  the  courts  have  administered  this  statute  ; 
during  which  time  a  multitude  of  suits  have  been  bron^ht 
by  the  cities  within  the  District,  as  to  some  of  which  it  is 
but  reasonable  to  suppose  the  plea  of  the  statute  would  have 
applied. 

There  is  a  reason  of  special  force  in  favor  of  maintaining 
this  position  with  respect  to  municipalities  which  controlled 
the  courts  in  England  where  suits  were  brought  by  ecclesi- 
astical corporations  to  recover  lands  which  had  been  the 
property  of  their  predecessors.  It  was  there  held  that  as  to 
actions  to  recover  such  properties  as  these  corporations  were 
inhibited  by  law  from  alienating,  the  statutes  of  limitations 
could  not  apply  ;  since  if  it  were  otherwise,  the  laws  against 
alienation  could  be  practically  repealed,  as  was  said,  "by  a 
side  wind"  by  the  corporations,  who  had  only  to  allow 
themselves  to  be  dispossessed  and  then  neglect  to  bring  suit 
for  the  recovery  of  such  possessions  within  the  time  limited 
by  the  statutes.     Blanchard  on  Limitations,  53. 

By  section  55  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  District  of  Co- 
lumbia, the  District  government  is  prohibited  from  releasing 
the  indebtedness  of  any  corporations  or  individual  to  the 
District. 

Nothing  would  be  simpler  than  for  a  District  government 
wishing  to  evade  this  prohibition,  to  neglect  to  bring  suit  for 
three  years  against  a  favored  debtor,  which  would  operate »» 
a  bar  against  an  action  brought  by  their  more  conscientious 
successors  to  recover  a  claim  justly  due  the  municipality. 

But  we  are  aware  that  in  some  of  the  States  of  the  Union 
it  has  been  held  that  the  statute  of  limitations  is  a  bar  to 
certain  descriptions  of  suits  brought  by  municipalities}  and 
in  others,  that  it  has  been  held  to  apply  to  all  actions  corpo- 
rations may  bring. 
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The  decisions  npon  the  point  are  confined  to  this  country, 
ey  are  not  numerous  and  the  difterent  rulings  do  not  ap- 
r  to  be  based  upon  consistent  reasoning.    The  cases  in  66 
;  223^  Evans  vs.  Erie  County^  and  4  Devereaux,  568,  Arm- 
Tong  vs.  Dal  ton,  were  suits  against  counties,  and  there  it 
said  that  small  divisions  of  the  State,  like  counties, 
nnot  be  considered  as  sovereign,  and  are  not,  for  that  rea- 
n,  entitled  to  avail  themselves  of  the  principle,  nullum 
l.^^'^mpus  occurrU  rtgi.     In  Angell  on  Limitations,  6th  edition, 
<jtion  88,  the  author,  after  citing  the  case  in  4  Dev.,  dis- 
of  the  subject  in  this  single  sentence.    "In  Ohio,  it 
«i8  held  that  the  statute  runs  against  a  town  or  city,"  citing 
ecase  of  Cincinnati  vs.  First  Presbyterian  Church,  5  Ohio, 
The  ruling  in  that  case  seems  to  be  within  the  censure 
disapproval  of  Judge  Dillon,  in  the  following  resume  of 
e  subject  in   2  Dill,  on  Municipal  Corporations,  (3d  Ed.), 
S^c.  676.    "  Upon  consideration  it  will  perhaps  appear  that 
^he  following  view  is  correct.     Municipal  corporations,  as 
^''c  have  seen,  have  in  some  respects  a  double  character — one 
Ptiblic,  the  other  (by  way  of  distinction)  private.     As  re- 
spects property  not  held  for  public  use  or  upon  public  trusts, 
^^d,a8  respects  contracts  and  rights  of  a  private  nature,  there 
^  no  reason  why  such  corporations  should  not  fall  within 
•imitation  statutes,  and  be  affected  by  them.    For  example, 
^^  an  action  on  contract  or  for  tort,  a  municipal  corporation 
**^y  plead  or  have  pleaded  against  it  the  statutes  of  limita- 
tions." 

But  such  a  corporation  does  not  own  and  cannot  alien 

l^^blic  streets  or  places,  and  no  laches  on  its  part  or  on  that 

^^  its  officers,  can  defeat  the  right  of  the  public  thereto ; 

^^t   there  may  grow  up  in  consequence,  private  rights  of 

^*^ore  persuasive  force  in  the  particular  case  than  those  of 

^  ^^  public.     •     •     ♦    The  author  cannot  assent  to  the  doc- 

e  that  as  respects  public  rights  municipal  corporations 

^  ^vithin  ordinary  limitation  statutes." 

^bis  distinction  is  in  consonance  with  the  decision  in  City 

^Iton  vs.  Illinois  Transportation  Co.,  12  El.,  59,  where 

^  matter  involved  was  the  ownership  of  a  lot  of  ground 
26 
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in  the  city  of  Alton.    "  We  do  not  think/'  says  the  co 
"  the  rights  of  the  public  are  barred  by  our  statute  of  lini.xt;a 
tions  which   prescribes  that  certain  real   actions  shall      fc 
brought  within  seven  years  after  possession  taken  by  defend- 
ants.     Without  stopping  to  inquire  whether  statutes  of  iim. 
itations  apply  to  municipalities,  we  entertain  no  doubt  that 
this  statute  has  no  application  to  the  case  before  us.    What- 
ever title  in  these  grounds  may  be  vested  in  the  city,  she  has 
not  the  unqualified  control  and  disposition  of  them.    They 
were  dedicated  to  the  public  for  particular  purposes  and  only 
for  such.     She  may  make  rules  and  control  them  but  cannot 
alien  them,  and  holds  them  in  trust  for  the  people  of  the 
State  and  not  of  Alton  alone." 

For  the  purposes  of  the  present  decision^  it  will  be  suf- 
ficient, without  discussing  the  applicability  of  the  first  part 
of  Judge  Dillon's  language  to  cases  arising  under  the  Mary- 
land statute,  that  we  adopt  the  concluding  words  of  the 
learned  judge,  in  which  the  author  withholds  his  assent  to 
the  doctrine,  "  that,  as  respects  public  rights,  municipal  cor- 
porations are  within  ordinary  limitation  statutes." 

Second,  It  is  contended  by  the  plaintift*,  that  however  the 
law  may  be  with  respect  to  municipal  corporations  in  general, 
a  difterent  rule  should  be  held  to  apply  to  suits  brought  by 
the  District  of  Columbia,  because  the  money  claimed  in  such 
cases  is  really  due  and  payable  to  the  United  States.  In 
support  of  this  contention,  it  is  insisted  that  the  District  as 
now  constituted  is  but  a  department  of  the  general  Govern- 
ment; its  chief  officers  appointed  by  the  President;  its  sole 
legislature  the  Congress  of  the  United  States,  which  appro- 
priates immediately  half  of  its  expenses,  directs  the  collec- 
tions of  its  taxes,  and  supervises  the  disbursement  of  the 
municipal  revenues;  and  that  while  one-half  the  amoantof 
whatever  might  be  recovered  in  this  suit  would  be  p^^ 
directly  into  the  national  treasury,  the  other  half  would 
substantially  enure  to  its  benefit. 

Certainly  these  circumstances  place  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia with  respect  to  the  United  States  in  a  position  strangely 
anomalous.    They  undoubtedly  operate  to  reduce  its  powers 
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^  administration  much  below  the  usual  level  of  municipal 

dependence,  unless  they  do  as  claimed,  have  the  eflect  of 

^X)inmunicating  to  it  some  portion  of  the  dignity  and  immu- 

iKiities  of  the  sovereign  that  has  so  seriously  impaired  its 

^Dtonomy. 

If  the  legislation  of  Congress   had   the  extreme  effect 

^•scribed  it  by  the  plaintiff,  the  statute  of  limitations  could 

X2(y  more  apply  to  any  action  brought  by  the  District  of 

CJolumbia,  than  it  could  to  one  brought  in  the  name  of  the 

XJnited  States  itself.    The  courts  would  certainly  be  con- 

"fcrolled  by  the  status  of  the  real  party  in  interest,  rather  than 

that  of  the  nominal  plaintiff. 

Thus  in  State  Bank  of  Illinois  vs.  Brown,  First  Scammon> 

)y  it  was  held  that  the  statute  of  limitations  could  not  be 

sxxocessfully  pleaded  in  a  suit  brought  by  the  bank,  in  its  own 

.me,  against  one  of  its  debtors,  because  the  charter  declared 

the  bank  should  belong  to  the  State;  and  hence  it  was 

<50iisidered  that  a  debt  due  to  the  bank  was  really  one  due  to 

State. 

IBut  this  principle  cannot  properly  be  held  to  embrace  all 

its  brought  by  the  District  of  Columbia,  in  view  of  the 

^oxnprehensive  language  of  the  statutes  establishing  the  form 

government  in  force  here. 

The  second  section  of  the  Revised  Statutes  relating  to  the 

xstrict  of  Columbia,  provides: 

"The  District  is  created  a  government  by  the  name  of  the 

istrict  of  Columbia,  by  which  name  it  is  constituted  a  body 

rporate  for  municipal  purposes,  and  may  contract  and  be 

^^^^ntracted  with,  sue  and  be  sued,  plead  and  be  impleaded, 

^^^%ve  a  seal,  and  exercise  all  other  powers  of  a  municipal  cor- 

f^oraiion  not  inconsistent  with  the  Constitution  and  laws  of 

^l^e  United  States." 

And  the  act  of  July  11, 1878  (20  Stats.,  p.  102),  declares 

^tiat  the  District  of  Columbia  shall  remain  and  continue  a 

.an icipal  corporation  as  provided  in  this  section. 

Its  liability  to  be  sued  and  impleaded  to  the  full  extent  of 

^^her  municipalities  is  plainly  implied  in  the  general  language 

hich  creates  it ''  a  body  corporate  for  municipal  purposes; " 
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and  we  are  of  the  opinion,  in  the  absence  of  any  provision  < 
the  contrary,  that  whatever  liabilities  may  properly  atticoj 
to  municipalities  in  general  are  equally  devolved  upon  the 
District  government;  and  hence,  that  wherever  the  statutes 
of  limitations  of  Maryland  may  be  interposed  to  a  claim  of 
an  ordinary  municipality,  it  may  be  availed  of  against  the 
District  of  Columbia. 

Third.  The  question  next  arises,  whether  there  is  anything 
in  the  character  of  the  claim  involved  in  this  suit,  which 
renders  the  plea  of  the  statute  of  limitations  inapplicable  as 
a  bar  to  the  action. 

The  claim  grows  out  of  an  obligation  imposed  upon  the 
companies  by  the  United  States,  and  assumed  by  them  when 
they  accepted  the  charters,  under  the  authority  of  which 
alone  they  can  claim  any  right  to  occupy  the  streets  of  the 
city  and  operate  their  roads. 

By  this  requirement,  contained  in  the  4th  section  of  each 
charter  already  quoted,  the  companies  are  bound  to  keep 
their  track  and  the  adjacent  part  of  the  street  described,  <rf 
all  times  well  paved  and  in  good  order  withoiU  expense  to  the 
United  States  and  to  the  cities  named. 

It  was  one  of  the  few  conditions  imposed  upon  them  when 
they  received  their  valuable  franchises.  It  did  not,  as  of 
course,  result  from  the  grant ;  for  Congress  might  have  agreed 
to  dispense  with  it.  Nor  was  it  necessarily  incident  to  the 
business  of  carrying  passengers;  since  a  large  omnibus  com- 
pany might  possibly  make  more  extensive  use  of  the  streets 
in  general,  without  incurring  any  liability  to  pay  for  paving 
any  part  of  them.  But  it  is  wholly  a  statutory  provision, 
and  the  liability  imposed,  therefore,  is  wholly  statutory. 

After  the  acceptance  of  their  charters  they  could  not  be 
heard  to  object  that  the  provision  was  illegal,  or  incapable 
of  enforcement  against  them.  New  York  City  vs.  Steel 
Railway  Companies,  17  Hun.  (N.  Y.),  242. 

This  duty,  it  is  alleged,  they  refused  to  perform^  w^ 
the  work  was  done  and  paid  for  by  the  District,  which 
now  seeks  reimbursement  in  this  action.  Upon  the  plflU^ 
words  of  the  statute  it  seems  clear  to  us  it  is  not  within 
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tlie  enameratioQ  in  the  first  section  of  the  act  of  limita- 
tions of  1715,  ch.  28.    It  is  not  "an  action  of  account," 
or  "upon   the  case,  upon   simple  contract,  book  debt,  or 
account,"  or  "  of  debt  for  lending,"  or  of  "  contract  with- 
out specialty,"  or  "  of  debt  for  arrearages  of  rent "  ;  nor  is 
it  one  of  the  other  enumerated  actions,  as  "  assault,"  &c. 

If  it  be  either  of  the  enumerated  actions  it  could  only  be 
an  action   upon   one  of  the  classes  of  contract  referred  to. 
But  the  suit   is  not  brought   upon   a  "simple  contract," 
or  "  contract  without  specialty,"  upon  the  part  of  the  com- 
panies to  reimburse  the  District  for  the  expenditure.    It  is 
based  upon  the  obligation  on  their  part,  implied  by  construe- 
tion  of  law,  to  repay  to  the  District  what  it  has  expended 
for  work  they  were  bound  by  statute  to  perform  without  ex- 
pense to  the  city.    If  this  paving  has  caused  any  expense  to 
the  District  their  statutory  obligation  has  been  broken,  and 
this  fact  furnishes  the  consideration  and  foundation  of  the 
claim  for  reimbursement.     Apart  from  the  obligation  upon 
the  District  to  take  all  proper  care  of  the  streets,  imposed 
by  statute,  and  the  duty  of  the  companies  arising  under 
their  charters  to  see  that  this  work  is  done  without  expense  to 
the  municipality,  the  action  could  not  be  maintained,  for 
the  unauthorized  payment  of  money  by  one  party  for  an- 
other creates  no  legal  liability  upon  the  latter  to  repay. 
But  the  right  of  action  here  grows  out  of  and  is  founded 
upon  the  obligation  in  the  charters  of  both  the  city  and  the 
companies,  and  the   suit  is  an  action  founded  upon  these 
statutes,  within  the  meaning  of  that  term. 

It  has  been  held  uniformly,  from  a  period  within  a  few 
years  alter  the  passage  of  the  21  Jac.  I,  that  an  action  upon 
a  statute  was  not  within  the  limitations  of  that  act. 

This  was  decided  in  the  familiar  case  of  Talory  vs.  Jack- 
son, Croke  Car.,  513,  where  it  was  held  that  the  statute  was 
no  bar  to  an  action  of  debt  brought  to  recover  a  penalty 
imposed  by  2  Edw.  VI,  for  removing  corn  before  setting 
apart  the  tithes.  So  in  Jones  vs.  Pope,  1  Saund.,  55,  where 
the  action  was  against  a  sherifi'  for  an  escape  under  the 
statute.     1  Rd.  2,  ch.  12. 
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And  this  doctrine  has  been  repeatedly  applied  by  the  courts 
in  Maryland,  in  cases  arising  nnder  the  act  of  1715,  ch.  28. 

Such  was  the  ruling  in  French  vs.  O'Healey,  2  H.  &  McH., 
145,  that  an  action  founded  on  a  statute  cannot  be  barred 
by  limitations,  as  debt  for  an  escape. 

So  in  Longwell  vs.  Riginder,  1  Gill,  57,  it  was  held  that  a 
distress  for  rent  in  arrear  based  upon  statute  is  not  within 
the  statute  of  limitations. 

And  in  Newcomer  vs.  Keedy,  2d  Maryland,  19,  it  was  held 
in  1852,  on  the  same  ground,  that  limitations  is  no  defense 
to  an  action  on  the  case  against  a  sheriff  for  a  false  return 
to  a  Ji.  fa.,  because  the  officer  is  made  answerable  for  such 
misconduct  by  force  of  an  ancient  statute. 

So  it  was  held  in  Bond  vs.  Harris,  2d  Md.  Ch.  Dec,  218, 
that  bonds  given  by  an  heir,  electing  to  take  part  of  the 
ancestor's  land  and  pay  their  shares  to  the  other  heirs,  in 
conformity  with  the  statute  for  partition  of  lands,  are  not 
within  the  Maryland  statute  of  limitations. 

So  in   Pease  vs.  Howard,  14  Johns.,  479,  which  was  an 
action  on  a  judgment  rendered  by  a  justice  of  the  peace,  the 
court  say :  "  The  statute  (of  New  York)  is  not  a  bar  to  every 
action  of  debt,  but  only  to  those  brought  for  arrearages  o 
rent  or  founded  on  any  contract  without  specialty.     Debt  o 
indenture,  reserving  rent  is  not  within  the  statute.     Th 
settled  construction  of  the  statute  is  that  it  applies  solely  to 
actions  of  debt  founded  upon  contracts  in  fact,  as  contradi 
tinguished  from  those  arising  by  construction  of  law."    Ir 
the  present  case  the  action  is  not  founded  upon  a  contrac^^ 
in  fact,  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute. 

But  there  is  a  further  and  conclusive  reason  why  t 
action  should  not  be  held  to  be  within  the  statute  of  limit 
tions. 

The  municipality  is  charged  with  the  entire  custody  of  tU'  -i^i-  he 

streets  and  avenues  of   the  city,  and  endowed   with   t^   he 

amplest  powers  to  pave  and  repair  them,  to  change  t  —  he 
grades  or  otherwise  improve  them,  and  make  all  necessa^^i^^iy 
regulations  to  this  end.  And  it  is  perfectly  settled  that  t^H^Hus 
is  a  continuing  power  to  be  executed  whenever  it  shall 
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fit    to  do   80  in   its  discretion.     Gozler  vs.  Georgetown,  6 
UVTieat.,  597;  2  Dill.,  §§685-6,  780,  989,  990. 

It  has  also  full  power   to  exact   from   property  owners 
adjacent  to  the  improvement  a  contribution  in  reimburse- 
naent  of  the  cost,  in  proportion  to  their  respective  proper- 
ties.   Before  collecting  these  contributions  the  municipality 
usually  ascertains  the  aliquot  part  to  be  paid  by  the  indi- 
viduals, by  an  assessment.     Such  charges  or  assessments  are 
in  the  nature  of  taxes  or  public  dues,  respecting  streets  and 
avenues,  which  are  the  common  property  held  for  public  use 
ij=i  trust  for  the  body  of  the  people,  and  are  not  owned  by 
^he  municipality  nor  alienable  by  it,  as  a  city  may  under 
<^^rtain  circumstance  sell  the  public  property ^  and  place  the 
pr'oceeds  in  the  public  treasury. 

The  imposition  of  such  assessments  is  in  fact  the  levy  of 
^  tax  and  is  made  in  the  exercise  of  the  taxing  power. 
J^a.yor,  &c.,  vs.  Greenmount  Cemetery,  7  Md.,  535. 

Such  assessments  constitute  liens  upon  the  property  of  in- 
dividuals subject  to  the  charge,  and  are  entitled  to  priority 
payment  out  of  the  proceeds  in  advance  of  all  other 
ims.     Fulton  vs.  Nicholson,  7  Md.,  107. 
^nd  such  paving  assessment   liens  have  been  expressly 
liold  to  be  unaflected  by  the  Maryland  statute  of  limita- 
t^ions.    Esback  vs.  Pitts,  6  Md.,  75. 

In  Hogan  vs.  Ingle,  2  Cranch  C.  C.  Reports,  355,  it  was 

deoided  in  this  District  that  the  statute  of  limitations  of 

1735,  ch.  23,  is  not  a  bar  to  a  distress  for  taxes  due  to  the 

<5orT)oration  of  Washington.     And  no  case  has  been  found 

v^-liere  the  plea  of  the  statute  of  limitations  has  been  held  to 

be  a  bar  to  an  action  to  collect  public  taxes  except  where 

some  additional  statutory  provision,  unknown  in  this  juris 

diction,  has  been  enacted  to  that  effect. 

^e  were  referred  to  the  cases  in  41  Iowa,  184,  City  of  Bur- 
"'^gton  ;  and  State  vs.  Yellow  Jacket  Mining  Co.,  14  Ne- 
^ada,  229,  as  holding  a  contrary  doctrine  ;  but  an  examina- 
^iQn  of  the  first  case  discloses  that  the  Iowa  statute  in  words 
PiX>vide8  that  the  provisions  of  the  statute  of  limitations 
^'^ll  apply  to  all  actions  brought  by  or  against  all  bodies 
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corporate  or  politic,  except  where  otherwise  expressly  de*  — ^ 
clared,  and  the  court  held  the  municipality  was  within  this^^  j 
express  provision. 

In  Nevada,  the  statute  of  limitations  in  terms  is  declaredC^; 
to  apply  to  all  actions,  whether  brought  by  the  State  or^^ 
individuals,  and  the  court  says  the  maxim  nullum  ienipu^^j^^ 
occurrit  regi  has  not  been  in  force  within  that  State  sinc^^,— : 
the  adoption  of  the  statute  in  question. 

In  some  of  the  other  States  similar  provisions  are  in  force: 
and  decisions  based  upon  them  have  been  carelessly  con- 
sidered as  affecting  the  law  elsewhere.  Of  course  they 
have  no  effect  here,  except  as  an  evidence  that  in  th^^me 
absence  of  such  a  provision,  the  statute  of  limitations  wouW  Aii 
not  have  extended  to  the  cases  included  within  the  speciaH^aal 
enactment. 

This  court,  by  its  decision  in  Baltimore  &  Ohio  Railroad  d 
Company  vs.  District  of  Columbia,  8d  MacArthur,  12! 
has  recognized  the  binding  character  of  claims  for  tax( 
notwithstanding  the  lapse  of  time.  In  that  case  the 
road  company  sought  to  enjoin  the  District  from  the  sale 
its  property  for  twenty  years  arrearages  of  taxes.  The  coi 
pany  had  refused  to  pay  since  1858,  (twenty-two 
back),  when  an  injunction  had  issued  restraining  a  sal-*  -^ 
by  a  collector  for  taxes  then  claimed  to  be  due,  and  th-  — ^ 
subsequent  acquiescence  upon  the  part  of  the  city  wa^^B^ 
relied  upon  as  a  forfeiture  "  by  waiver,  laches,  or  laps  -^® 
of  time."  This  court  overruled  the  other  grounds  of  exempcr^- 
tion  presented  by  the  company,  and  say,  "  in  regard  to  th— ^^ 
length  of  time  for  which  the  company  should  be  held  liabl^i^> 
we  are  of  opinion  that  such  liability  reaches  back  for  * 

period  of  twenty  years  from  the  institution  of  the  presein^ant 
suit.    It  is  a  liability  created  by  statute,  and  nothing  shoi 
of  a  lapse  of  time  sufficient  to  raise  the  presumption  of  paj 
ment,  will  exonerate  the  property  from  its  liability, 
that  period  is  twenty  years." 

It  cannot  be  doubted  that  the  statute,  as  pleaded  in  tl 

case,  would  be  no  reply  to  an  action  brought  by  the  Distri ct 

on  such  a  claim  for  taxes  asserted  against  the  property  of        5 


i 
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l&nd  owner,  in  the  absence  of  a  statute  declaring  that  limi- 
tations should  be  a  bar. 

Nor  can  it  be  doubted  that  the  law  would  be  the  same  if 
tlie  claim  sought  to  be  enforced,  instead  of  being  an  ordi- 
nary tax,  were  an  assessment  for  paving  against  the  property 
of  a  citizen. 

In  Magee  vs.  Com.,  use  City  of  Pittsburg,  46  Penn.,  858^ 
'which  was  an  action  by  the  city  to  recover  the  amount  of 
&n  aasessment  against  the  defendant  for  his  share  of  the  cost 
of  certain  paving  paid  by  the  city,  the  defendant  prayed  an 
instruction  that  if  the  paving  for  which  the  claim  was  filed  was 
paid  by  the  city  more  than  six  years  before  the  assessment  was 
JXiade,  the  claim  of  the  city  was  barred  by  the  statute  of 
limitations.  The  court  refused  the  prayer,  and  this  ruling 
'Was  sustained  by  the  appellate  court,  which  says:  "  The  stat- 
tite  of  limitations  has  no  application  to  assessments  under 
tlie  acts,  and  the  objection  is  grounded  upon  a  misapprehen- 
sion of  the  powers  of  the  legislature." 

In  the  present  case  there  has  been  no  regular  assessment 
Against  these  companies.  But  the  obligation  imposed  upon 
tbem  by  law,  and  which  they  have  assumed  by  their  accept- 
ance of  the  charters,  is  to  perform  their  contract  duty  with 
respect  to  the  public  streets  without  any  such  assessment  or 
levy  as  might  be  required  in  the  case  of  holders  of  property 
abutting  on  the  streets  improved  by  the  District.  They 
have  bound  themselves,  as  part  of  the  consideration  for  their 
franchise,  to  pave  the  designated  parts  of  the  streets  for 
^fumselveSy  and  any  previous  assessment  by  the  District 
^ould  be  an  idle  and  senseless  ceremony.  They  knew  ex- 
^<5tly  how  much  they  were  required  to  pave,  and  that  they 
^^I'e  to  pay  for  it ;  and  they  had  nothing  to  do  except  to 
Perform  the  work  "  without  expense  to  the  United  States  or 
^he  District  of  Columbia."  The  assessment  could  have  told 
*'*^©tn  nothing  not  already  known  to  them;  and  the  District  of 
^^'^lumbia  could  not  have  made  the  assessment,  if  required 
^  do  so,  without  obtaining  the  information  from  the  com- 

Pany. 

I^hese  companies,  therefore,  occupy,  as  to  this  statutory 


878  J)isTRiCT  V.  W.  &  G.  R.  R.  Co. 

duty,  the  same  pobition  with  respect  to  the  statute  of  limi- 
tations, that  they  would  hold  if  the  amount  chargeable 
against  them  for  paving  had  been  made  the  subject  of  a 
regular  assessment,  which  they  refused  to  pay,  and  for  the 
recovery  of  which  this  action  was  brought.  For  those 
reasons,  we  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  claim  as  presented 
is  not  obnoxious  to  the  plea  of  the  statute  of  limitations, 
and  we  decide  the  demurrer  is  well  taken  to  the  second  and 
third  pleas  of  the  defendant. 

Fourth.  Under  the  demurrer,  we  are  forced  to  examine 
the  entire  case  ;  and  a  large  part  of  the  argument  has  been 
addressed  to  the  question  whether  under  the  charters  and 
other  statutes  there  exists  in  favor  of  the  plain tiflis  a 
liability  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  to  perform  the  work 
described  in  the  declaration. 

1.  It  is  contended  on  behalf  of  the  defendants  that  the 
companies  are  not  liable  for  entirely  new  pavements  and 
changes  in  the  grades  ;  and  we  are  referred  to  the  case  of 
Chicago  vs,  Sheldon,  9  Wall.,  50,  in  support  of  this  position. 
The  decision  there  was  based  upon  the  special  circumstances 
of  the  case.  The  city  ordinance  expressly  limited  the  liability 
of  the  railroad  company  in  undoubted  terms  to  keeping  the 
track,  &c.,  "  in  good  repair  and  condition,"  and  the  court 
reasonably  decided  that  the  company  could  not  be  held 
liable  for  curbing,  grading  and  paving  the  streets,  with  an 
entirely  new  pavement  in  the  face  of  a  contrary  stipulation. 

But  the  language  is  widely  different  here.  The  com- 
panies, by  the  4th  section,  are  bound  to  keep  the  tracks? 
&c.,  at  all  times,  loell  paved  and  in  good  order.'^  By  section 
6,  of  the  charter  of  17th  May,  1862,  the  Washington  * 
Georgetown  Railway,  and  section  5,  of  the  charter  of  the 
Metropolitan  Road,  July  1, 1864,  it  is  enacted,  "That  noth- 
ing in  this  act  shall  prevent  the  Government,  at  any  tim^j 
from  altering  the  grades  or  otherwise  improving  all  avenues  or 
streets  occupied  by  said  roads  ;  or  the  respective  cities  from 
so  altering  or  improving  such  streets  or  avenues,  and  the 
sewerage  thereof,  as  may  be  under  their  respective  authority 
and  control ;  and  in  such  event  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  such  com- 
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to  change  their  said  railroad  so  as  to  conform  to  such  grade 
pavementy 

By  section  20,  of  the  charter  of  the  Metropolitan  Road,  it  is 
enacted,  that  the  said  railroad  company  shall  keep  in 
<^ood  repair,  &c.,  the  flagstones  or  cross-walks  leading  to,  upon 
over  their  tracks  at  the  crossings  of  the  streets,  '^  and  shall 
rther,  whenever  necessary  to  render  such  crossings  dry 
d  convenient,  raise  or  elevate  the  same  safficiently  for 
at  purpose,  and  shall  adjust  the  adjoining  pavement  so  as 
make  it  convenient  for  carriages  to  pass  said  crossings." 
And  in  both  charters  it  was  provided  "  that  the  use  and 
intenance  of  the  said  roads  shall  be  subject  to  the  munici- 
^  regulations  of  the  cities  of  Washington  and  Georgetown 
ithin  their  several  corporate  limits." 
Without  pausing  to  examine  the  effect  of  the  act  of  June 
*»  1874,  and  other  statutes  on  the  subject,  wo  entertain  no 
oubt  that  these  companies  were  bound  by  their  charters 
ot  only  to  pave  once  the  designated  portions  of  the  streets? 
^t  to  repair  the  paving  and  to  change  the  grade  and  lay 
pavements  within  the  prescribed  limits  whenever  the 
nicipality,  in  its  discretion,  should  see  proper  to  make 
nges  in  the  streets,  rendering  such  work  proper  to  be 
ne  on  the  part  of  the  companies. 
The  reported  cases  fully  sustain  such  a  construction.  In 
**itt8burgh  and  Birmingham  R.  R.  Co.  vs.  Borough  of  Bir- 
^^ingham,  61  Penn.,  41,  the  charter  required  the  previous 
^^«8ent  of  the  borough  by  ordinance  before  the  railroad  could 
^Vicupy  its  streets,  and  declared  that  the  company  "  shall 
f  80  much  of  the  streets  of  the  city  and  borough  as  may 
nsed  and  occupied  by  them  in  perpetual  good  repair  at  the 
J>tX>per  expense  and  cliarge  of  the  said  company." 

The  ordinance  of  the  borough  agreeing  that  the  company 
^iiould  occupy  the  streets,  declared  that  "  said  R.  R.  Co.,  in 
"^^^dition  to  other  requirements  of  their  charter  shall  keep 
^^»son  street  in  perpetual  good  order  and  repair ^  from  curb  to 
its  whole  length]  from  the  time  of  accepting  this  ordi- 
uce." 
These  additional  requirements  were  held  by  the  court  of 
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appeals  of  Pennsylvania  to  be  binding  upon  the  company, 
although  onerous  and  inconsistent  with  those  prescribed  by 
the  charter,  which  gave  no  authority  to  the  borough  to  add 
any  further  conditions,  but  merely  requires  its  previous  as- 
sent before  the  railroad  could  occupy  the  streets. 

But  in  the  present  case  Congress  distinctly  required,  and 
the  companies  as  distinctly  agreed,  that  the  use  and  main- 
tenance of  the  road  should  be  subject  to  the  municipal  regu- 
lations, which  required  the  renewal  of  the  pavement  and 
change  of  the  grades  to  conform  to  the  changes  in  the  other 
part  of  the  street. 

2d.  Can  an  action  be  maintained  at  law  to  recover  back 
what  the  District  has  been  compelled  to  pay  on  the  default 
of  the  companies  to  perform  the  work  described  in  the  de- 
claration ? 

Assuming  the  obligation  to  be  in  force,  it  would  seem  too 
plain  for  argument  that  a  right  of  action  in  some  form  most 
exist.  For  we  can  scarcely  regard  as  serious  the  contentioD 
of  counsel  for  the  roads  that  the  only  available  remedy  in 
the  case  of  default  would  be  an  application  for  a  mandamos 
to  compel  the  company  to  do  the  work  ;  or  the  suing  out  of 
a  scire  facias  to  deprive  them  of  their  charters  for  neglect 
of  their  charter  obligations. 

A  municipality  that  would  leave  the  track  of  a  railroad 
company  refusing  to  comply  with  a  required  change  of  grade 
at  a  dangerous  elevation  or  depression,  while  it  was  following 
an  action  of  mandamus  through  the  diiferent  courts  on  ap- 
peal, instead  of  at  once  performing  its  plain  duty  of  making 
the  requisite  changes  to  insure  the  public  safety,  would  de- 
serve a  punishment  more  severe  than  the  inevitable  pabli 
censure.    It  would  have  no  option  in  such  a  case  but  woul 
be  forced  to  perform  the  omitted  work.    That  the  negligent^^ 
party  should  be  made  to  repay  the  expense  would  be  only  a^ 
scant  measure  of  justice. 

We  will  refer  to  a  few  cases  in  support  of  of  the  right  ct 
action  under  such  circumstances. 

In  45   Penna.,  137,  Town  of  Phoeuixville  v.  Phcdnixvill^  f  _  le 
Iron  Co.,  an  action  was  brought  by  the  town  to  recover  fi 
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the  company  the  amount  it  bad  expended  for  the  repair  of 
a  bridge  crossed  by  the  defendant's  railroad  and  also  by  foot 
passengers,  which  had  been  built  at  joint  expense,  but  which 
the  defendant  refused  to  repair.    Judge  Strong,  speaking  for 
the  court  which  sustained  the  town's  right  to  recover,  notices 
that  the  defendant's  charter  authorized  them  to  construct  the 
bridge  and  cross  it  with  their  railroad,  but  says  nothing  of 
repairs  ;  but  he  adds  :  "  It  is  a  fair  presumption  the  legisla- 
ture never  intended  to  give  away  public  rights  or  to  impose 
burdens  upon  any  local  community  without  compensation. 
Ttis  is  a  continuing  obligation  upon  the  company  to  keep  up 
the  bridge." 

In  Penn.  R.  R.  Co.  vs.  Duquesne  Borough,  46  Penna.,  224, 
tbe  town  brought  an  action  to  recover  back  the  sum  it  had 
expended  in  rebuilding  a  bridge  across  a  canal   which  had 
been  taken  by  the  railroad  company  under  authority  of  a 
law  of  the  State,  which  declares  the  company  should  receive 
'tills  and  the  other  public  works,  subject  to  existing  contracts 
repecting  them.    The  canal  had  erected  the  bridge  origin- 
ally, and  it  was  insisted  that  the  railroad,  as  its  successor, 
was  bound  to  repair  and  rebuild  it. 

The  court  held  the  action  could  be  maintained,  and  in  their 
opinion  used  this  language :  "  whenever  any  person  or  cor- 
poration is  bound  to  repair  a  public  highway  and  refuses  to 
do  so,  when  necessary,  on  notice  by  the  proper  officers, 
having  the  general  oversight  thereof,  those  officers  may  re- 
P^r  it  and  recover  the  proper  expense  thereof  in  an  action 
^f  assumpsit  founded  on  the  duty." 

A  case  very  much  like  the  one  before  us  is  reported  in  44 
Wisconsin  Reports,  238,  City  of  Ocato  vs.  Chicago  and 
-N^orthwestern  R.  R.  Co.  By  the  general  statutes  a  corpora- 
tion making  a  railroad  is  required  to  restore  any  street  it 
^"^y  pass  through,  to  its  former  condition  and  thereafter 
^Mntain  the  same  in  such  condition  against  any  effects 
^hereafter  produced  by  the  railroad.  Nothing  is  said  in  the 
*^^  as  to  who  should  defray  the  cost  of  the  repairs,  nor  of 
^^y  action  to  recover  their  cost.  The  defendant  after  con- 
structing its  road  through  the  city,  though  requested  by  the 
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authorities,  neglected  to  restore  the  streets  and  sidewalks 
to   their  former  condition.    The  common   council^  which 
under  the  charter  had  full  authority  over  the  streets,  pro — 
cured  the  necessary  repairs  to  be  made  and  the  city  paid  font 
them,  and  it  was  held  it  could  recover  from  the  raiboad  com^ 
pany  all  reasonable  expenses  so  incurred. 

3d.  The  remaining  question  relates  to  the  form  of  th 
declaration,  which  we  must  examine  under  the  demurrer  t 
the  plea. 

There  seemed  to  exist  some  uncertainty  in  the  minds  o:^^  ( 
the  counsel  as  to  the  precise  nature  of  the  declaration.  Th*MzM^^^ 
first  plea  of  the  defendant,  which  is  nil  debet y  seems  to  hav^^r-.aire 
assumed  the  action  to  be  debt,  to  which  that  plea  is  the  geocv^^o. 
eral  issue,  while  it  is  not  applicable  to  an  action  of  assomi^r  ^p- 
sit  or  on  the  case.  It  is  also  laid  down  that  nil  debet  zr  Is 
almost  the  only  plea  used  in  debt  on  statutes,  whether 
tarn  or  otherwise.     2  Evans'  Harris,  94. 

We  think  a  recovery  in  the  present  case  should  be  soug 
in  an  action  of  assumpsit  founded  upon  the  statutory  ob 
gatiohs  of  the  charter. 

This  form  of  action  seems  more  appropriate  than  delE=i=zDl 
because  the  latter  lies  for  a  sum  certain,  whereas  the  recoH^n^^v 
ery  here  should  be  for  such  reasonable  sum,  to  be  ascertain  ed 

by  a  jury,  as  the  work  done  was  really  worth.     Although  ti —        he 
companies  are  alleged  to  have  neglected  to  perform  th-  --^^^ir 
duty  in  the  premises,  this  would  not  authorize  a  recov^^^s?r^ 
against  them  for  the  actual  sum  paid  by  the  District,  if  ^t:-  Tie 
jury  should  think  this  was  an  extravagant  amount,  wh^  ^tL  <b 
the  ofiicers  recklessly  expended  in  the  work,  without  reto^^^r- 
ence  to  its  true  value.     As  in  the  case  cited  from  44  "^^^    is- 
consin,  the  recovery  should  be  limited  to  reasonable  ea^perw^^^es 
incurred  by  the  city.    The  jury  in  that  case  rejected  ou-^^     of 
the  items  of  the  account  claimed  by  the  city  as  not  a  pro]C^r 
charge  against  the  said  railroad  company  under  the  circi:*^  '■n- 
stances. 

The  case  in  46  Penna.,  was  in  assumpsit  founded  on  ^the 
duty  arising  out  of  the  statutory  obligation  of  the  nXVr^^^^ 
company  to  keep  up  the  canal  bridge. 
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In  Ott  vs.  Chapline^  S  H.  &  McH.,  828^  an  action  of 
aasmnpsit  was  sustained,  brought  by  a  collector,  who  having 
taxes  to  collect  from  the  defendant  omitted  to  levy  them, 
and  having  paid  the  amount  over  to  the  public  brought  his 
action  for  money  paid  at  the  defendant's  request. 

In  the  same  volume,  at  page  4,  is  to  be  found  the  very 
instractive  case  of  Gash  vs.  Taylor.  The  pluintitf,  the  sheriff 
of  Harford  county,  had  paid  into  the  State  treasury,  in  settling 
his  accounts,  the  amount  of  the  treble  tax  required  to  be  paid 
by  the  defendant  as  a  non-juror  for  the  years  1777-78-79  j 
and  in  1790  he  brought  an  action  of  assumpsit  in  the  general 
court  to  recover  back  the  amount  thus  paid.  The  defendant 
aaked  an  instruction  that  there  could  be  no  recovery,  not- 
withstanding the  payment,  unless  it  was  shown  that  the 
payment  was  at  the  instance  and  request  of  the  defendant* 
This  prayer  was  refused  by  the  court,  and  the  plaintiff 
recovered. 

It  is  worthy  of  remark  here,  that  although  the  claim  in 
that  case  was  long  out  of  date  and  based  upon  a  claim  of 
treble  taxes  created  by  a  law  made  only  for  the  exigency  of 
the  war,  long  since  closed,  the  plea  of  the  statute  of  limita- 
tions was  not  interposed. 

In  Mayor,  &c.,  of  Baltimore  vs,  Howard,  6  II.  &  J.,  888> 

the  city  brought  assumpsit  to  recover  a  sum  of  money  due 

fop  paving  taxes  imposed  by  the  city  on  the  defendant.    It 

^a8  held,  the  action  would  lie,  whether  the  act  authorizing 

the  tax  gave  a  particular  remedy  or  none,  upon  the  principle 

that  where  a  law  gives  a  claim  to  one  against  another,  it 

'^iaes  an  implied  assumpsit  or  legal  obligation  to  pay  ;  and 

that  where  a  remedy  by  distress  or  action  of  debt  is  plainly 

K^ven,  it  is  only  cumulative,  and  does  not  take  away  the 

^tion  arising  by  implication,  on  the  legal  obligation  to  pay 

*  claim  created  by  law. 

So  in  Bugan  vs>  Margave,  1  Gill  &  Johnson,  499,  the  court 
'^^stained  the  right  to  recover  in  assumpsit  for  taxes  levied 
^der  the  city  charter,  and  which  the  collector  had  lost  the 
right  to  collect  by  distress,  by  his  neglect  in  giving  the  notice 
Squired  by  law.    ^'  The  imposition  and  assessment  of  a  tax 
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by  the  Mayor,  &c.,  in  pursuance  of  the  charter,  creates  a  legal 
obligation  to  pay  such  tax,  on  which  the  law  raises  an  im- 
plied  assumpsit  by  the  person  taxed." 

The  tax  in  this  case  was  levied  in  1817,  and  the  case  was 
tried  in  the  appellate  court.  It  was  argued  by  able  counsel 
for  the  defendant,  but  the  statute  was  not  pleaded. 

And  in  Clemens  vs.  Mayor,  &c.,  of  Baltimore,  16  Md.,  269? 
it  was  held  that  a  claim  for  paving  taxes  assessed  under  a 
statute,  might  be  recovered  in  an  action  of  assumpsit. 

The  declaration  in  its  present  form,  must  be  held  to  be  in 
debt,  and  should  be  changed  to  assumpsit.  It  should  also 
charge  that  the  suras  paid  and  now  sought  to  be  recovered 
back  were  what  the  work  was  reasonably  worth  ;  and  it 
should  set  forth  the  other  sections  of  the  charter  which 
require  the  companies  to  conform  their  track  to  the  grade 
of  the  street,  and  should  refer  to  the  provision  that  the  road 
shall  be  subject  to  the  municipal  regulations. 

Demurrers  of  plaintiff  to  defendants'  second  and  third 
pleas  sustained,  with  leave  to  the  plaintiff  to  amend  its 
declaration. 
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John  W.  Thompson 

vs. 

Alexander  R.  Shepherd. 

5  Decided  January  18, 1889. 

t  Tlie  Chibf  Justiob  and  Justices  Hagnbr  and  Jambs  sitting. 

^  •  ^n  instrument  which  is  void  as  a  contract  may  be  used  as  evidence  of 
^  collateral  fact,  as,  for  example,  of  an  acknowledgment  of  a  subsist- 
ing indebtedness. 
S.  ^Q  acknowledgment  of  indebtedness,  in  order  to  raise  an  implied 
X>romise  which  will  take  a  case  out  of  the  statute  of  limitations,  must 
\>e  made  in  such  form  or  under  such  circumstances  as  to  import  a 
^willingness  to  pay;  but  such  willingness  need  not  be  expressed  in 
^^rms. 

acknowledgment  of  indebtedness  is  not  defective  on  the  ground 
r  uncertainty  as  to  the  amount  due,  because  it  is  shown  to  have  ad- 
itted  too  large  an  indebtedness,  and  to  be  subject  to  reduction  on 
lie  part  of  the  debtor. 

A  case  stated  in  which  the  court  finds  a  sufficient  acknowledgment 
I  Indebtedness  to  prevent  the  bar  of  the  statute. 


^he  Case  is  stated  iu  the  opinion. 

JdERRicK  &  Morris  for  plaintiff. 

Wm.  F.  Mattingly  and  A.  C.  Bradley  for  defendant. 

Mr.  Justice  James  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court : 

This  suit  was  brought  on  March  11, 1880.    In  the  first  and 

«i^^C5ond  counts,  respectively,  of  his  declaration,  the  plaintiff 

8^t;8  out  two  promissory  notes  given  by  the  defendant  to  the 

plaintiff'  on  March  10, 1873;  one  for  $7,000,  due  March  13, 

1875,  the  other  for  $8,000,  due  March  13,  1876;  and  he  adds 

tihc  common  money  counts.    To  each  of  these  the  defendant 

pleads  that  the  alleged  cause  of  action  did  not  accrue  within 

three  years  before  this  suit. 

At  the  trial  the  plaintiff*  off'ered  in  evidence  these  notes 
^'^d  a  deed  of  Shepherd  and  wife,  of  the  same  date,  convey- 
^^S  to  William  Thompson  certain  real  estate  in  trust  to  se- 
<^tire  the  payment  of  these  notes;  and  then  for  the  purpose 
^  Bhowing  that,  within  three  years  before  this  suit  was 
woxight,  the  defendant  had  acknowledged  the  notes  to  be  a 
^'^t^isting  indebtedness  which  he  promised  to  pay,  he  offered 
^  Evidence,  having  first  proved  its  execution  by  the  parties 
^l^ose  names  are  attached  to  it,  the  following  writing : 
27 
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''In  conBideration  of  the  indebtedness  described  in  th& 
deed  of  trust  to  William  Thompson,  trustee,  (further  desig- 
nating the  same  by  reference  to  the  land  records)  the  demand 
and  claim  of  A.  C.  Bradley,  to  the  use  of  A.  R.  Shepherd 
and  others,  against  the  United  States,  for  the  use  and  occu- 
pation of  the  premises  No.  915  E  street,  northwest,  and  all 
the  proceeds  thereof  and  the  moneys  derived  therefrom,  are 
hereby  pledged  and  made  applicable  to  the  payment  of  said 
indebtedness,  with  interest  thereon  at  the  rate  of  eight 
cent,  per  annum  until  paid.  And  it  is  hereby  covenan 
and  agreed  that  any  draft  or  check  issued  in  payment  o 
part  payment  of  said  claim  shall  be  indorsed  and  delivered 
to  the  trustee  named  in  said  trust,  and  the  proceeds  thereo 
less  all  proper  costs  and  charges,  be  applied  to  the  paymen 
of  the  said  indebtedness,  with  interest  as  aforesaid,  or  to 
much  thereof  as  the  sum  or  sums  of  money  so  received  is  o 
are  sufficient  to  pay.  Witness  our  hands  this  2lst  day  o 
June,  1877."  Signed  A.  C.  Bradley  and  Alexander  R.  Shei>* 
held.  To  this  was  subscribed  the  following :  "  The  under- 
signed,  trustees,  hereby  consent  and  concur  in  the  above 
assignment.  George  Taylor,  trustee,  Samuel  Cross,  trustee, 
Peter  P.  Bacon,  trustee."  This  paper  was  excluded  and  the 
plaintiflT  took  exception. 

By  the  second  bill  of  exceptions,  which  incorporates  the 
first,  it  appears  that  a  deed  by  Shepherd  and  wife  to  Taylor 
and  Cross  and  Bacon,  conveying  all  of  Shepherd's  property, 
except  his  interest  in  the  assets  of  A.  R.  Shepherd  &  Co.,  in 
trust  for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors,  was  ofi*ered  by  the  plain- 
tifl^*  and  admitted  in  evidence,  and  that  the  above  paper  was 
again  oftered  and  again  excluded,  whereupon  the  plaintiff 
took  exception.  This  deed  of  trust  explains  the  assent  of 
Taylor  and  the  other  trustees  to  the  so-called  assignment. 

It  is  claimed  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  that  the  ex- 
cluded paper  was  an  attempted  transfer  of  an  interest  in  a 
claim  against  the  United  States,  and  was,  therefore,  void  by 
the  operation  of  section  3477  of  the  Revised  Statutes ;  and 
that,  being  void  as  a  transfer,  it  could  not  be  ofiered  as  a 
paper  containing  an  acknowledgment  of  a  subsisting  indebt- 
edness. 
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Without  examining  the  question  whether  it  falls  within 
the  ruling  of  Spofford  vs.  Kirk,  97  U.  S.,  484,  and  Goodman 
vs.  Niblack,  102  U.  S.,  556,  we  shall  consider  whether,  if  ad- 
mitted to  be  void,  so  far  as  it  is  a  transfer  of  an  interest  in 
a  claim  against  the  United  States,  it  is  therefore  inadmis- 
sible as  evidence  of  an  acknowledgment  of  indebtedness  and 
of  a  promise  to  pay  that  indebtedness. 

The  defendant's  position  is  that,  even  if  the  language  of 
this  paper  would  be  construed  as  such  an  acknowledgment 
and  promise,  if  found  in  an  instrument  which  was  valid  in 
all  respects,  it  can  have  no  such  force  when  coupled  with  an 
invalid  transfer  of  an  interest  in  a  claim  against  the  United 
States.  We  have  found  no  foundation  for  such  a  proposition. 
If  the  acknowledgment  and  promise  can  be  gathered  from 
the  instrument  and  are  not  made  dependent  upon  the  pro- 
visions relating  to  the  transfer,  there  is  no  reason  why  the 
paper  may  not  be  used  as  evidence  of  these  facts,  notwith- 
standing the  law  forbids  it  to  be  enforced  as  a  contract  for 
some  other  purpose.  Starkie,  (Ev.,  Vol.  2,  p,  1333),  says: 
"An  unstamped  contract,  containing  directions  to  an  agent, 
is  evidence  to  prove  those  directions.  And  although  an  in- 
strument be  inadmissible  as  evidence  for  want  of  a  stamp,, 
yet  the  court  may  look  at  it  for  collateral  purposes."  After 
some  conflict  of  decisious  in  England,  this  principle  may  be 
said  to  have  been  settled  by  the  case  of  Evans  vs.  Crothers,. 
1  De  Gex,  M.  &  G.,  572.  If  this  course  is  allowable  under 
a  statute  which  aims  to  derive  revenue  from  evidence,  it 
certainly  must  be  proper  under  a  law  which  has  no  special 
bearing  on  evidence  and  only  seeks  to  suppress  the  particular 
evil  of  certain  embarrassing  transfers.  As  the  Supreme  Court 
intimated  in  Goodman  vs,  Niblack,  the  operation  of  this 
statute  is  not  to  be  carried  beyond  the  evils  to  be  remedied; 
and  the  operation  here  insisted  upon  would,  after  defeat- 
ing the  transfer,  add  an  actual  penalty  for  attempting  it,  by 
impairing  private  rights  in  which  the  Government  is  not 
interested,  and  even  by  defeating  the  observance  of  moral 
obligations.  The  public  interest  can  be  protected  without 
this  private  mischief. 
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As  we  do  not  think  this  objection  is  tenable,  we  proceed 
to  consider  whether  the  paper  in  question  actually  contains 
a  substantive  acknowledgment  and  promise  to  pay.  To  thu 
question  certain  tests  must  be  applied. 

The  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  has  several  time^:^,^ 
considered  what  kind  of  acknowledgment  will  take  a  cas^.^ 
out  of  the  statute  of  limitations.    In  Clementson  vs.  William^^^ 
S  Cr.,  72,  the  Chief-Justice,  delivering  the  opinion  of  tl^^^ 
court,  said  :  ^'  This  acknowledgment  goes  to  the  original  ju     ^. 
tice  of  the  account.     But  this  is  not  enough.     ♦     •     •    IHt 
is  not  sufficient  to  take  the  case  out  of  the  act  that  the  claL  -wn 
should  be  proved  or  acknowledged  to  have  been  originals  ^y 
just ;  the  acknowledgment  must  go  to  the  fact  that  it       is 
still  due."    In  Wetzeli  vs.  Bussard,  11  Wh.,  809,  the  coca  rt 
held  that  "  an  acknowledgment  which  will  revive  the  orig- 
inal cause  of  action  must  be  unqualified  and  uncondition  si. 
It  must  show  positively  that  the  debt  is  due,  in  whole  or    in 
part.    If  it  be  connected  with  circumstances  which  in  ^nj 
way  affect  the  claim,  or  if  it  be  conditional,  it  may  amoaiit 
to  a  new  assumpsit,  for  which  the  old  debt  is  a  sufficient  con- 
sideration ;  or  if  it  be  construed  to  revive  the  original  debt, 
that  revival  is  conditional ;  and  the  performance  of  the  con- 
dition, or  a  readiness  to  perform  it,  must  be  shown." 

After  stating  these  decisions,  Mr.  Justice  Story,  delivering 
the  opinion  of  the  court  in  Bell  vs.  Morrison,  1  Peters,  851 
(862),  said: 

^'\Ve  adhere  to  the  doctrine  thus  stated,  and  thiak 
it  the  only  exposition  of  the  statute  which  is  consisteat 
with  its  true  object  and  import.  If  the  bar  is  sought  to  b^ 
removed  by  the  proof  of  a  new  promise,  that  promise,  aa  « 
new  cause  of  action,  ought  to  be  proved  in  a  clear  ande^* 
plicit  manner,  and  be  in  its  terms  unequivocal  and  deternt:*^- 
nate  ;  and  if  any  conditions  are  annexed,  they  ought  to  tr^ 
shown  to  be  performed. 

"  If  there  be  no  express  promise,  but  a  promise  is  to  t^ 
raised  by  implication  of  law  from  the  acknowledgment^^* 
the  party,  such  acknowledgment  ought  to  contain  an  nnqp^' 
ified  and  direct  admission  of  a  previous,  subsisting  del^"^^ 
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'hich  the  party  is  liable  and  willing  to  pay.    If  there  be 
.<;companyiBg  circumstances  which  repel  the  presumption  of  a 
Tomise  or  intention  to  pay,  if  the  expressions  be  equivocal^ 
^gue  and  indeterminate,  leading  to  no  certain  conclusion , 
nt  at  best  to  probable  inferences,  which  may  affect  different 
linds  in  different  ways,  we  think  they  ought  not  to  go  to  a 
J  xary  as  evidence  of  a  new  promise  to  revive  the  cause  of 
sa-ction." 

Finally,  in  Moore  vs.  Bank  of  Columbia,  6  Peters,  86,. 
C  S3),  Mr.  Justice  Thompson,  delivering  the  opinion  of  the 
<^curt,  said : 

"The  principle  clearly  to  be  deduced  from  these  cases  is^ 
that,  in  addition  to  the  admission  of  a  present  subsisting 
debt,  there  must  be  either  an  express  promise  to  pay,  or 
circumstances  from  which  an  implied  promise  may  fairly  be 
presumed." 

notwithstanding  these  repeated  explanations  of  the  stat- 
ute^ it  must  be  admitted  that  the  explanations  themselves 
We  expressed  in  terms  which  excuse  the  difference  of  counsel 
^  to  their  precise  meaning.  We  have,  therefore,  to  state 
our  own  interpretation  of  Mr.  Justice  Story's  words.  We 
hold  that  the  rule,  as  laid  down  by  him,  does  not  require 
^bat  willingness  to  pay  should  be  expressed  in  terms  in  addi- 
tion to  the  acknowledgment  It  is  sufficient  that  the  form  of 
the  acknowledgment,  or  the  circumstances  surrounding  it, 
^'^dicate  that  the  acknowledgment  meant  that  the  party  was 
billing  to  pay.  When  this  is  indicated  by  either  of  these 
^eans,  the  law  will  imply  a  promise  to  act  upon  that  willing- 
'^^Qs.  If,  by  either  of  these  means,  an  unwillingness  to  pay 
^^  conveyed,  the  law  certainly  will  not  imply  a  promise. 

^e  think  the  paper  before  us  contains  an  acknowledgment 
^Ixich,  taken  by  itself  and  as  a  matter  of  interpretation, 
f^tisfies  this  rule.  It  speaks  of  the  indebtedness  described 
^^  the  deed  of  trust  to  William  Thompson,  which  was  in 
^^dence,  as  constituting  the  consideration  for  the  particular 
Promises  and  the  pledge  which  follow.  Next  it  proposes 
tuat  this  indebtedness  shall  carry  interest  at  the  rate  of  8 
per  cent,  per  annum  "  until  paid  ;"  thus  extending  that  rate 
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beyond  the  time  provided  by  the  notes.    Surely  such  Ian* 
guage  cannot  be  said  to  lack  any  element  of  an  acknowledg- 
ment that  the  original  indebtedness   still  subsisted.      A 
consideration  must  be  something  which  has  present  vitality 
and  force ;  and  a  once  existing  indebtedness  cannot  be  de* 
scribed  as  a  consideration,  even  though  the  promise  based  on 
it  be  void,  without  involving  a  declaration  that  it  still  sub- 
sists as  an  indebtedness,  and  that  it  is  one  which  the  party 
is  willing  to  observe.     But  something  more  appears  in  this 
paper.    It  provides  that  interest  upon  this  indebtedness,  at 
a  certain  rate,  shall  run  until  the  indebtedness  is  paid.    This 
provision  not  merely  imports,  it  expresses  a  willingness  t 
pay.     We  have  no  doubt,  then,  that  the  language  of  thi 
paper,  considered  as  a  matter  of  interpretation,  contains  a 
acknowledgment  that  the  original  indebtedness  described  i 
the  deed  of  trust  to  William  Thompson  is  a  still  subsistin 
indebtedness  which  the  party  is  liable  and  willing  to  pa 
and  that  from  such  an  acknowledgment  the  law  must  imp! 
a  promise  to  pay. 

But  it  is  argued  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  in  view 
what  was  said  in  Bell  vs.  Morrison  in  reference  to  the  eftect 
circumstances  to  repel  an  inference  of  intention  to  pay  t 
debt,  that  there  are  in  this  case  circumstances  which  cont 
the  meaning  of  the  words  of  this  paper  and  explain  its  inte 
tion  ;  and  that  these  circumstances  repel  the  inference  th 
defendant  was  willing  and  intended  to  pay  his  indebtedn 
generally.    The  fact  that  he  had  conveyed  all  his  properfcj^, 
except  his  interest  in  a  certain  partnership,  in  trust  for  t^e 
benefit  of  his  creditors,  aYid  that  he  had  reserved  a  right    i)0 
control  and  apply  that  property  to  the  settlement  of  his  delfts 
— a  provision  said  to  be  referred  to  by  the  act  of  the  trust  ^ses 
in  assenting  to  the  proposed  application  of  the  claim  agai'K^st 
the  United  States — has  been  pointed  out  as  a  circumstaK^ce 
which  shows  that,  in  making  this  paper,  the  defendant    id- 
tended  only  to  exercise  this  reserved  power  to  apply     his 
property. 

It  is  insisted  that  this  so-called  assignment  was  made  in 
execution  of  that  deed  of  trust,  and  that  therefore  its  in- 
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tendments  most  be  drawn  from  and  limited  by  the  purposes 
of  the  deed  of  trust.    It  is  argued  that  when  thus  considered, 
the  acknowledgment  found  in  this  paper  cannot  be  held  to 
import  a  willingness  to  pay  generally,  but  must  be  held  to 
import  merely  a  willingness  to  apply  property,  in  pursuance 
of  the  power  reserved  in  the  trust;  and  that  an  acknowledg- 
ment and  willingness  thus  limited  aftect  the  implication  of 
J>romise ;  in  other  words,  that  the  only  promise  which  the 
'aw  can  imply  from  such  elements  is  a  promise  to  apply 
X^roperty  in  the  manner  provided  by  the  trust,  not  a  prom- 
ise to  pay  the  debt  generally.     We  have  not  failed  to  give 
serious  attention  to  this  ingenious  and  very  acute  propo- 
sition ;   but  we  think  that,  in  appealing  to  the  effect  of 
^^I>elling  circumstances,  counsel  have  omitted  to  observe  that 
o  other  circumstances  must  be  taken  into  the  account. 
is  paper  provides,  as  we  have  already  pointed  out,  that  in- 
^orest  at  an  increased  rate  is  to  be  reckoned  on  the  debt. 
ow  such  an  addition  to  the  principal  debt  would  be  utterly 
meanining  and  even  absurd,  if  the  intention  was  merely 
apply  certain  property  in  pursuance  of  the  power  reserved 
the  deed  of  trust,  when  it  was  understood  that  the  prop- 
y  so  to  be  applied  would   not   even  pay   the   principal 
^^ht  without  interest.     It  was  to  an  account  thus  made  up 
^*^at  payment  was  to  be  applied  ;  and,  according  to  the  ordi- 
5^^ry  rule,  it  would  be  applied  first  to  the  extinguishment  of 
^^terest  and  then  to  the  principal  debt.    Now,  such  a  method 
'^f  payment  and  application  is  precisely  what  happens  when 
t^^yment  is  made  on  an  interest-bearing  debt  which  is  not 
"^ithin  the  statute  of  limitations,  and  that  fact  indicates  that 
^tie  defendant  intended  to  put  the  transaction   upon  the 
footing,  in  all  respects,  of  a  payment  upon  an  indebtedness 
^ot  affected  by  the  statute  of  limitations,  but  subsisting  and 
^<>  be  paid  like  any  other  debt.    Why  a  method  of  treating 
^te  debt  which  involved  rests  for  interest,  and  the  running 
"Of  interest  until  final  payment,  should  be  adopted  without 
intending  its  usual  consequences  and  implications,  we  are 
^Xnable  to  perceive.    The  other  circumstance  is,  that  this  in- 
'^ebtedness  was  fully  secured,  as  we  must  suppose,  by  the 
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deed  of  trust  to  William  Thompson,  under  which  the  plain* 
tiff  had  power  to  compel  a  sale  and  to  enforce  full  payment. 
This  circumstance  against  which,  as  there  is  evidence  to 
show,  the  defendant  was  anxious  to  provide,  furnishes  a 
reason  for  inferring  that  he  acted  upon  a  willingness  to  pay 
the  debt  generally  ;  and  for  construing  this  proposed  applica- 
tion of  property,  not  as  a  mere  application  of  trust  property^ 
in  accordance  with  a  power  reserved  in  the  trust,  but  as  a 
step  toward  the  payment  of  his  indebtedness  generally  ;  a 
step  which  he  was  the  more  willing  to  take  because  it  would 
save  from  sacrifice  the  property  which  had  been  conveyed  to 
secure  that  debt. 

There  remains  to  be  considered  one  more  objection  to  the 
acknowledgment  contained  in  this  paper.  It  is  alleged  that 
the  notes  described  in  the  deed  of  trust,  to  which  it  refers, 
were  at  that  time  subject  to  credits ;  that  the  balance  due 
was,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  unascertained,  and  that  therefore 
the  acknowledgment  was  only  an  admission  of  some  indebt- 
edness, not  of  any  particular  indebtedness.  It  is  claimed,  on 
the  authority  of  Bell  vs.  Morrison,  that  for  that  reason  the 
acknowledgment  was  insufficient  to  take  the  case  out  of  the 
statute  of  limitations. 

In  that  case  Mr.  Justice  Story  said :  "The  evidence  is  clear  of 
the  admission  of  an  unsettled  account,  as  well  from  the  letters  of 
Butler,  as  the  conversation  of  Morrison.  The  latter  acknowl- 
edged that  the  partnership  "  was  owing  "  the  plaintiff ;  but 
as  he  had  not  the  books,  he  could  not  settle  with  him.  If 
this  evidence  stood  alone,  it  would  be  too  loose  to  entitle 
the  plaintiff  to  recover  anything.  It  is  indispensible  for  the 
plaintiff  to  go  further,  and  to  establish,  by  independent  evi- 
dence, the  extent  of  the  balance  due  him,  before  there  can 
arise  any  promise  to  pay  it  as  a  subsisting  debt.  The  acknowl- 
edgment of  the  party,  then,  does  not  constitute  the  sole 
ground  of  the  new  implied  promise  ;  but  it  requires  other 
extrinsic  aid  before  it  can  possess  legal  certainty.  Now,  if 
this  bo  so,  does  it  not  let  in  the  whole  mischief  intended  to 
be  guarded  against  by  the  statute?  Does  it  not  enable  the 
party  to  bring  forward  stale  demands  after  a  lapse  of  time^ 
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when  the  proper  evidence  of  the  real  state  of  the  transac- 
tion cannot  be  produced?     Does  it  not  tend  to  encourage 
perjury,  by  removing  the  bar  upon  slight  acknowledgments 
of    an  indeterminate  nature?     Can  an  admission  that  some- 
t^LiiDg  is  due,  or  some  balance  owing,  be  justly  construed  into 
promise  to  pay  any  debt  or  balance  which  the  party  may 
jert  or  prove  before  a  jury?" 

It  is  here  pointed  out   that  the  implication  of  a  new 
by  Morrison  would  have  to  rest,  not  upon  anything 
mitted  by  him,  or  upon  proof  of  anything  to  explain  what 
admission  meant,  but  upon  proof  added  to  and  wholly  inde- 
ji^^^T^dent  of  his  admission.    But  no  such  feature  appears  in  the 
jpir^sent  case.     The  plaintiff  in  this  case  is  not  put  to  the 
^^<je8sity  to  piece  out  or  add  to  the  defendant's  acknowledg- 
ment that  the  indebtedness  consists  of  the  three  notes  des- 
bed  in  the  deed  to  William  Thompson,  by  proving  that 
is  due,  and  just  how  much  less.    That  proof  is  no  part 
plaintiff's  case  ;  it  is  matter  of  defense.    An  acknowledg- 
ment of  too  much  is  not  vague  and  uncertain  in  itself  ;  nor 
it  rendered  uncertain  when  the  defendant  shows  in  his 
ifeuse  that  he  had  acknowledged  too  much,  and  that  he  is 
titled  to  credits.    If  the  acknowledgment  in  Bell  vs.  Mor- 
i,  instead  of  being  an  admission  that  there  was  an  un- 
^"ttled  account,  and  that  something  was  due  on  it,  had  been 
this  form:    "  I  acknowledge  that  the  account  as  it  appears 
your  books  is  a  still  subsisting  indebtedness,"  it  is  plain 
t^li^t  the  Supreme  Court  would  not  have  held  that  it  could 
iiot  support  an  implied  promise,  because  it  appeared  on  the 
^^al  that  Morrison  was  entitled  to  credits  not  mentioned  in 
*'li08e  books.     The  promise  would  have  been  held  to  be  defi- 
^^te  and  certain,  but  not  binding  to  the  full  amount  acknowl- 
^^S^d.    We  hold,  then,  that  this  objection  of  uncertainty  in 
"^^  acknowledgment  is  not  tenable. 
-A^  we  are  of  the  opinion  that  a  sufficient  acknowledgment 
^*    ^  subsisting  indebtedness  is  disclosed  by  the  paper  which 
^^  excluded  at  the  trial,  and  that  this  acknowledgment  was 
?^^"^  made  dependent  upon  the  provisions  of  that  paper  re- 
^^^g  t^  the  claim  against  the  United  States,  but  may  be 
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regarded  as  substantive,  we  have  not  deemed  it  uecessaiy 
<K)nsider  whether  the  proposed  transaction  falls  within  t 
operation  of  section  8477  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  and 
void  as  a  transfer  of  an  interest  in  a  claim  against  t 
United  States.  It  is  unnecessary  to  consider  this  questio 
unless  the  admission  of  the  acknowledgment  in  eviden 
amounts  to  a  substantial  enforcement  of  the  whole  instr^  -a- 
ment,  and  we  think  that  no  such  result  is  involved. 

For  these  reasons  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  paper  offer^  ^d 
by  the  plaintiif  tended  to  prove  an  acknowledgment  threat 
the  debt  sued  on  was  a  subsisting  debt,  from  which  the  L  .^w 
would  imply  a  promise  to  pay  it ;  and  that  it  was  error^  to 
exclude  such  evidence. 

Judgment  below  is  accordingly  reversed. 


Richard  T.  Merrick  and  Thomas  J.  Durant 

vs. 

Db  Witt  C.  Qiddings. 

At  Law.    No.  19,066. 

5  Decided  January  18, 1883. 

I  The  Chief  Justice  and  Jastlces  MaoAbthub  and  Jambi  Blttini^'^ 

1.  Plaintiffs  having  rested  the  case,  the  court  instructed  the  jury  ut^ 
upon  the  whole  evidence,  their  verdict  should  be  for  the  defend^*"** 
To  which  instruction  the  plaintiff  reserved  an  exception,  but  "^ 
bills  of  exception,  which  were  made  part  of  each  other,  did  ^^ 
state  in  terms  that  they  contained  the  **  whole  "  of  the  evidc^<* 
admitted  at  the  trial.  There  was  a  statement,  however,  that  ^^a.^^ 
the  evidence  had  been  given,  as  set  forth  in  the  foregoing  bUls,'^  ^^ 
plaintiffs  rested  their  case. 

Eeld^  That  the  last  statement  may  be  accepted  as  equivalent  to  a  ^^^^z' 
ment  that  the  biUs  contained  the  **  whole"  of  the  evidence.    ^^ 
aUo^  That  to  presume  that  other  evidence  was  given  by  the  plalouu 
would  be  to  presume  against  the  decision  of  the  court ;  in  other  worwf 
that  error  had  been  committed,  which  is  not  admissible. 

2.  The  same  bills  of  exception  described  the  evidence  only  as  '*  tending 
to  show.'* 

JJtfU,  That  the  instruction  to  the  jury  to  find  for  the  defendant,  answem 
the  purpose  of  a  demurrer  to  the  evidence,  and  must  be  tested  by  ti^ 
same  rule,  viz.,  that  a  demurrer  to  evidence  admits  not  only  the  iMOU 
stated  therein,  but  also  every  conclusion  which  a  Jury  might  fiiirly  ^u 
reasonably  infer  therefrom. 
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•>  If  A  promiaes  B  to  hold  and  not  to  pay  over  to  C  a  fund  belonging  to 

C,  notil  certain  fees  due  to  B  from  C  shall  be  paid  out  of  it,  but  does 

JNij  OTer  the  same  to  O  before  those  fees  are  paid ;  and  B,  knowing 

that  fact,  makes  a  settlement  with  C,  giving  a  receipt  releasing  C  from 

further  claim : 

^dd^  That  if  A's  promise  was  binding,  he  was  liable  only  for  such  injury 
as  B  might  suffer  bv  reason  of  his  consequent  inability  to  obtain  hU 
fees  from  C,  and  that  B's  settlement  and  release  of  C  released  his 
right  of  action  against  A  for  injury  suffered  by  reason  of  A's  turning 
o^cr  the  fund. 

,  Xf  A  is  under  a  legal  obligation  to  B  to  do  a  certain  act  for  B,  a 
promise  by  O,  a  third  party,  to  A,  in  consideration  of  A*8  performance 
o<  that  act,  is  not  bin<fing,  because  such  performance  of  an  act  which 
^A.  'was  already  bound,  though  not  to  C,  to  do,  is  not  a  valuable  consid- 
^r^ation  for  C's  promise. 

"vVnen  it  is  claimed  that  a  promise  is  supported  by  a  past  consideration 
1^  must  be  shown,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  that  the  promise  was  made  in 
jn^sspect  of  that  consideration. 
When  it  is  claimed  that  defendant's  promise  was  made  in  consideration 
past  services  rendered  by  the  plaintiffs  at  defendant's  request,  it 
ust  appear  that  those  services  were  in  fact  rendered  in  consequence 
^the  defendant's  request. 
^^There  a  thing  previously  done  by  the  plaintiffs,  at  the  request  of  the 
ifendant,  is  a  consideration  from  which  the  law  implies  a  promise,  a 
bsequent  express  promise,  based  upon  the  same  consideration,  dif- 
rent  from,  or  in  addition  to,  that  which  the  law  implies,  is  nudum 


^^^bere  A  promises  B  to  do  something  for  the  benefit  of  C,  B  may  re- 
\ae  A  from  that  promise  at  any  time  before  C  makes  himself  a  pi-ivy 
it  by  adopting  B's  act  of  obtaining  the  promise. 


HE  Case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

ToHN  Sblden  for  plaintiffs. 

^.  P.  CuppY  and  James  Coleman  for  defendant. 

JAr.  Justice  Jambs  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  declaration  in  this  case  alleges,  substantially,  that 
«  plaintiffs  were  retained  by  the  State  to  aid  by  certain 
proceedings,  mainly  before  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
^ited    States,  in   the   recovery  of  certain   bonds,  or  the 
l^"»*oceed8  thereof,  in  the  possession  of  certain  persons  with- 
it  right,  and  belonging  to  said  State,  upon  a  contingent 
'inpensation  of  twenty  per  centum  of  the  amount  of  such 
'^^  the  said  bonds  or  proceeds  as  might,  by  means  of  such 
1,  be  in  any  way  recovered  by  said  State  5  that   while 
t^l^ntifts  were  acting  under  that  retainer  and  conducting 
lose  proceedings,  the  defendant,  with  plaintiffs'  consent, 
retained  by  said  State  as  her  other  and  further  attorney 
'^d  counsel,  but  upon  a  separate  and  additional  compensa- 
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tion  to  be  paid  him,  to  aid  in  the  recovery  and  collection 
of  said  bonds  or  proceeds  ;  that  afterwards,  and  while  plain- 
tifts  and  defendant  were  respectively  so  employed,  the  d^ 
fendant,  with  the  consent  of  said  State,  and  in  considera- 
tion that  plaintiffs  would,  by  means  of  their  legal  proceed- 
ings, cause  the  title  of  said  State  to  said  bonds  to  be  therein 
adjudged  and  decreed  ;  but  would,  with  the  consent  of  the 
State,  refrain  from  any  attempt  to  reduce  thera  into  possession, 
and  suffer  the  defendant,  with  like  consent,  to  reduce  them  into 
possession  for  said  State,  agreed  with  plaintifis  that  he  would 
retain  for  their  sole  nse,  and  pay  over  to  them^  out  of  any  of 
the  said  bonds  or  proceeds  thereafter  collected  or  recovered 
by  him,  as  such  other  attorney,  into  his  actual  possession^ 
twenty  per  centum  thereof ;  that  plaintiffs,  with  the  con- 
sent of  the  State,  and  by  means  of  their  proceedings  be- 
fore the  Suprme  Court,  did  procure  the  title  of  the  State 
to  be  adjudged  as  required,  and  did  refrain  as  agreed,  and 
did,  with  like  consent,  permit  defendant  alone,  as  such  other 
attorney,  to  reduce  said  bonds  into  actual  possession  for  the 
State  ;  and   defendant  did,  by  means  of  the  adjudication 
procured  by  plaintiffs,  and  by  force  of  such  refraining  and 
possession  of  the  plaintiffs,  recover  into  his  actual  posses- 
session  for  the  said  State,  proceeds  of  said  bonds  to  the 
amount  of  $389,240.12,  but  did  not  retain  for  the  use  of,  or 
pay  over  to  the  plaintifts  twenty  per  centum,  or  any  part  of 
such  proceeds,  to  the  damage  of  plaintiffs  in  the  sum  of 
$70,000.     To  this  are  added  the  common  counts  for  money 
payable  by  defendant  to  plaintiffs,  and  money  received  by 
defendant  for  the  use  of  plaintifts. 

For  the  sake  of  more  intelligible  brevity,  it  may  be  re- 
peated that  the  cause  of  action  set  forth  in  the  special 
count  is  a  breach  of  defendant's  promise  to  retain  and  pay 
over  to  plaintifts,  out  of  moneys  which  should  be,  and  which 
actually  were  collected  by  him,  the  fee  which  the  State  of 
Texas  had  agreed  to  pay  them  ;  the  consideration  for  this 
promise  being  the  performance  of  certain  services  by  them, 
and  their  forbearance  to  perform  themselves,  and  their  suf- 
fering defendant  to  perform  certain  other  services. 
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Pour  bills  of  exception  were  signed  at  the  trial,  but  all  of 

are,  in  proper  form,  made  part  of  the  last  one^  and  the 

in  this  coart  has  been  upon  the  latter  only.    It 

Ijlowb  that  *'  after  the  evidence  had  been  given  as  set  forth 

n.  the  foregoing  bills  of  exception,    •     •     •     the  plaintiflEs 

lanonnced  that  they  rested  their  case.    Thereupon  the  de- 

:f  <^ndant  prayed  the  court  to  instruct  the  jury  that  upon  the 

liole  evidence  their  verdict  should  be  for  the  defendant." 

e  bill  further  sets  forth  certain  reasons  on  which  the  court 

its  conclusions,  and  then  adds  :  *^And  the  court,  there- 

,  gave  to  the  jury  the  instruction  prayed,  and  the  jury, 

■nder  instruction,  returned  a  verdict  for  the  defendant." 

It  is  not  stated  in  terms  that  the  bills  of  exception  con- 

the  "whole"  of  the  evidence  admitted  at  the  trial ;  but 

c^   statement  that  the  plaintiffs  rested  their  case  '^  after  the 

^^^dence  had  been  given  as  set  forth  in  the  foregoing  bills  " 

Ay  be  accepted  as   equivalent.    Besides,  a  presumption 

other  evidence  was  given  by  the  plaintiffs  would  be  a 

I>K-e8umption  against  the  decision  of  the  court ;  in  other 

^^ords,  that    error    had   been  committed  ;  and  this  is  not 

^^^missible.    The  bills  of  exception  describe  the  evidence,  of 

,  only  as  "  tending  to  show  ;"  but  the  instruction  to 

jury  answers  the  same  purpose  as  a  demurrer  to  evidence, 

should  be  tested  by  the  same  rule.    "A  demurrer  to 

ence  admits  not  only  the  facts  stated  therein,  but  also 

ry  conclusion  which  a  jury  might  fairly  and  reasonably 

therefrom."    Parks   v.  Ross,   11  How.,  362,   (373); 

^ohardson  v.  The  City  of  Boston,  19  How.,  263,  (268).     In 

Hl^^^^ordance  with  this  rule  we  have  to  state  the  facts  estab- 

at  the  trial. 

the  beginning  of  the  late  war  the  State  of  Texas 

the  holder  of  certain  bonds  which  had  been  issued  to  it 

the  United  States  under  the  act  of  Congress  approved 

jDtember  9, 1850,  (9  Stat.,  446.)     During  the  war  these 

urities  were  transferred  by  a  certain  military  board  to 

ain  persons,  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  the  State  to 

on  hostilities  against  the  United  States,  and  some  of 

^m  were  delivered  to  a  firm  known  as  White  &  Chiles,  and 
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still  remained   within  the  United  States ;  the  residne  had 
been  delivered  to  one  Swisher,  and  were  by  hint  sent  to 
England,  where  they  were  held,  partly,  by  the  hoose  of 
Droege  &  Co.,  and  partly  by  the  Manchester  Bank.   The 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  by  its  decree  in  a  cer- 
tain litigation,  established  the  invalidity  of  the  transfer  by 
the  military  board  to  White  &  Chiles  of  the  bonds  held  in 
the  United  States.    Thereupon  Chiles  set  up  title  to  all  the 
bonds  then  held  abroad,  under  a  distinct  contract  made,  as 
he  alleged,  between  the  military  board  and  himself  alone,, 
and  served  notice   of  his  pretension  upon   Droege  4  Co. 
and  the  Manchester  Bank.     Neither  of  these  parties  claimed 
any  title  to  or  interest  in  the  bonds  held  by  them,  and  the 
adverse  claim  of  Chiles  "constituted  the  single  obstacle 
and  impediment"  to  their  recognition  of  the  right  of  the 
State  of  Texas  to  reclaim  the  securities.     Meantime,  after 
the  decree  of  the  Supreme  Court  against  White  &  Chiles, 
and  in  the  year  1873,  Mr.  Davis,  then  governor  of  Texas, 
employed  the  plaintiffs  to  prosecute,  in  the  United  States 
Court    of    Claims,  a  suit  against  the   United    States,  m 
the    name  of  the  State    of    Texas,   for    the  recovery  of 
proceeds  of  the  bonds  which  had  been  tranferred  to  England, 
upon  a  contingent  compensation  of  20  per  centum  of  what 
might  be  recovered   to   the   State   by   means  of  that  suit. 
What  was  done  with  that   suit   beyond   bringing  it  is  not 
shown.     Afterwards,  on  June  2, 1874,  a  written  contract  was 
made  between  Richard  Coke,  as  Qovernor  of  Texas,  and  J- 
D.  Giddings,  and  the  defendant  in  the  following  words: 

"The  State  op  Texas,  Executive  Office, 

"  Austin,  Jime  2, 1874. 
"These  presents  show  that  J.  D.  and  D.  C.  Giddings  have 
been  appointed  agents  for  the  State  of  Texas  to  pursue,  by 
suit,  all  persons  having  claims  adverse  to  the  State  of  Texas 
to  all  or  any  part  of  the  United  States  five  per  cent,  bonds 
known  as  Texas  Indemnity  Bonds,  which  passed  oat  of 
the  possessson  of  Texas,  by  means  of  the  operation 
of  the    military    board ;  the  said   J.  D.  and  D.  C.  Clid- 
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dings  being  also  aathorized  to  compromise  with  said  ad- 
verse claimants  upon  such  terms  as  may  be  approved  by  th& 
Qovemor  of  Texas.  It  is  further  shown  that  said  J.  D. 
and  D.  0.  Giddings  are  to  receive,  as  compensation  for  their 
services,  a  contingent  fee  of  ten  per  cent,  for  all  sums  of 
money  recovered  and  actually  received  under  their  said  ap- 
pointment, by  compromise,  and  are  to  receive  twenty  per 
cent,  on  all  sums  recovered  and  actually  realized  by  suit  and 
DO  more ;  and  said  per  cents,  respectively,  are  to  cover  all 
costs  and  expenses  and  attorneys'  fees,  whether  accrued  here- 
tofore or  to  be  incurred  hereafter,  so  as  to  give  the  State  of 
Texas  all  of  the  money  so  to  bo  obtained,  save  and  except 
the  ten  per  cent,  and  twenty  per  cent,  aforesaid. 

"Signed  by  both  parties,  the   2d   day  of   June,  A.  D. 
1874. 

"Richard  Coke, 

"  Governor  of  Texas. 
"J.  D.  and  D.  C.  Giddings* 
*'  Witness : 

"  Georgb  T.  Dashiell. 

"  W.  W.  Seurey." 

This  contract  was  made  by  J.  D.  Giddings  during  the  ab- 
sence of  the  defendant,  who,  upon  his  return,  surrendered  it 
to  the  governor,  and  on  the  13th  day  of  October,  1874,  the 
following  was  endorsed  thereon  by  the  governor : 

"Executive  Office, 

"Austin,  Oct.  13, 1874. 

"  Whereas  apprehensions  have  been  expressed  by  J.  D.  and 
D.   C.  Giddings  that,  in  consequence  of  outstanding  con- 
tracts heretofore  made  with  other  attorneys,  under  which 
contingent  fees  are  claimed,  that  if  said  claims  are  sustained 
the  said  Giddings  might  become  liable  to  the  State  for  any 
excess  thereof  above  the  10  or  20  per  cent,  stipulated  in  the 
within  contract  ;  now  this  endorsement  is  made  for  the  pur- 
pose of  declaring  that  no  such  liability  by  the  said  Giddings 
in  said  event  was  intended  or  contemplated  ;  and  as,  under 
outstanding  contracts  aforesaid,  the  per  cent,  for  fees  may 


400  Merrick  v.  Giddings. 

equal  or  exceed  that  stipulated  for  that  purpose  in  this 
tract,  it  is  hereby  declared  that  said  Giddings  shall  be  pai</ 
in  that  event  a  reasonable  per  cent,  of  the  amount  realize^/ 
by  them  on  compromise^  which  shall  be  a  just  compensation 
for  their  services. 

"Richard  Coke, 
"  CrOvemoT.^ 

It  should  be  observed  here,  in  reference  to  the  question 
what  attorneys  or  counsel  were  in  fact  employed,  and  were 
therefore  referred  to  in  these  papers,  that,  neither  on  the 
2d  of  June,  1874,  the  date  of  defendant's  original  contract, 
nor  at  any  time  afterwards,  were  any  others  acting  on  be- 
half of  or  known  to  the  State  of  Texas,  in  respect  of  these 
bonds,  or  of  any  proceeding  atfecting  them,  than  the  pWn- 
tiffs  and  J.  D.  and  D.  C.  Giddings.    On  that  date,  Jane 
2d,  1874,  Governor  Coke   communicated    to  the  plaintifi 
his  desire  to  appoint  an  agent  for  the  State  in  respect  of 
the  bonds,  provided  it  could  be  done  without  consuming 
too  large  a  proportion  of  what  might  be  received  in  at- 
torneys' fees,  and  his  further  wish  that  the  Giddings  migW 
co-operate  with  the  plaintiffs    in    securing  a   recovery  fot 
the  State  ;  and  on  the  3d  day  of  the  following  September 
he  advised    the  plaiutiffs   that,  though   the  Giddings  had 
been  so  appointed,  with  power  to  compromise  and  ad[ja0^ 
controversies  relating  to  the  bonds,  "  they  were  but  the  oat- 
side  aids  of  the  counsel  conducting  the  litigation,  and  were 
not  designed  to  vary  or  interfere  with  the  prosecution  o* 
such  litigation  by  such  counsel." 

Up  to  this  point  there  is  no  evidence  of  any  other  employ* 
ment  of  plaintiffs  than  that  under  the  contract  with  Gov- 
ernor Davis,  to  prosecute  in  the  Court  of  Claims  the  sni* 
against  the  United  States  for  the  recovery  of  the  proceed^ 
of  the  bonds,  upon  a  contingent  compensation  of  20  p^ 
cent,  of  what   might  be  recovered  by  means  of  thai  suii' 
These  communications  from  Governor  Coke  recognize  con- 
tinued employment,  and  it  may  be  claimed  that  they  sre 
evidence  from  which  the  jury  might  fairly  have  inferred  a 
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new  and  different  employment.  Bat  it  is  to  be  observed  that 
the  terms  of  such  inferred  new  employment  are  not  shown, 
and  that  there  is  nothing  from  which  it  can  be  inferred  that 
they  differed  from  those  of  the  contract  with  Governor 
Davis.  It  must  be  assumed,  therefore,  that  if  plaintiffs  were 
akeady  employed  in  September  to  conduct  any  other  pro- 
ceeding than  the  suit  in  the  Court  of  Claims,  it  was  upon  a 
compensation  contingent  upon  recovery  by  direct  effect  of 
such  proceedings.  As  nothing  appears  to  have  been  col- 
lected or  recovered  in  this  way,  neither  the  original  employ- 
ment by  Governor  Davis,  nor  such  inferred  new  employment 
by  Governor  Coke  can  make  any  figure  in  this  case. 

But  it  appears  that  afterwards  in  November  and  December, 
1874,  they  were  specifically  employed  on  behalf  of  the  State 
of  Texas  by  Governor  Coke,  to  conduct  other  and  further 
proceedings  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  for 
the  purpose  of  removing  and  avoiding  the  new  pretension 
and  title  set  up  by  Chiles  to  the  bonds  held  in  England  under 
the  pretended  contract  between  the  military  board  and  him- 
self individually  ;  that  at  the  time  of  this  new  employment 
Governor  Coke  was  informed  by  the  plaintiffs  that  nothing 
<^uld  be  collected  by  process  or  execution  upon  any  decree 
^^  judgment  which  might  be  obtained  against  Chiles  under 
^^^^  further  proceedings,  but  that  the  object  and  value 
^f  these  proceedings  would  consist    wholly  in  so  binding 
^les  as  to  prevent  his  further  adverse  assertion  of  claim  to 
the  securities,  and  in  enabling  the  State,  in  consequence  of 
such  prevention,  to  obtain  the  bonds,  or  their  proceeds,  held 
^^  Kngland.     Accordingly,  it  was  agreed  in  this  new  con- 
^^^t  that,  in  case  the  State  should  succeed  in  obtaining  the 
"P^ds  so  held  in  England,  or  their  proceeds,  by  means  of  the 
^d  and  assistance  which  might  be  furnished  through  such 
Norther  proceedings,  about  to  be  conducted  by  the  plaintiffs, 
they  should  receive,  for  their  compensation,  twenty  per 
^ntum  of  what  might  be  so  obtained  by  the  State.    Under 
tnis  contract  the  plaintiffs  did  prosecute,  in  the  Supreme 
^Urt  of  the  United  States,  such  further  proceedings  that, 
^^  the  29th  day  of  March,  1875,  by  the  judgment  of  that 
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court,  Chiles  was  a^udged  guilty  of  contempt,  in  setting  nj^ 
claim  to  the  bonds  held  in  England,  and  ordered  to  pay  a 
fine  of  $250,  and  to  stand  committed  until  that  fine  waa 
paid. 

Governor  Coke  requested  the  plaintiffs  to  communicate 
directly  with  him  or  with  the  Giddings  in  the  course  of  tlift- 
conduct  of  said  business,  and  plaintiffs  did  communicate  witt^ 
the  latter,  and  the  Giddings  were  informed  as  to  all  legaX 
proceedings  taken  by  plaintiffs,  and  urgently  requested  tlk^ 
plaintiffs  to  take  such  action  in  the  premises  as  would  dispoa^e 
of  the  claim  set  up  by  Chiles,  so  that  the  obstruction  of  ths^t 
claim  to  a  settlement  with  the  holders  of  the  bonds  miglzst 
be  removed. 

It  next  appears  that  the  defendant,  proposing  to  go 
England,  and,  if  no  settlement  could  be  had,  to  bring  soL 
there  against  the  holders  of  the  bonds,  called  on  Goverm 
Coke  for  funds  to  pay  fees  and  costs  of  suit,  and  declined 
incur  the  costs  and  expenses  of  such  an  undertaking;  wh^^ 
Governor  Coke,  replying  that  he  had  no  money  for  that'^ 
purpose,  made  the  following  proposition:  "If  you  will  g^^f 
and  advance  your  expenses,  costs,  and  whatever  is  necessary ;^ 
and  bring  it  to  a  close  during  my  administration,  I  will  se^ 
that  you  are  paid  a  just  and  fair  compensation,  independent 
of  all  contracts;  but  if  you  fail,  I  will  not  agree  for  the  Stat^ 
to  pay  anything."    Upon  the  contract  thus  modified  tb^ 
defendant  undertook  the  trip  to  Europe.     On  July  24th,  1875^ 
he  did  go  to  Europe,  for  the  purpose  of  effecting  a  settlement 
with  the  holders  of  the  bonds;  having,  prior  to  his  departure, 
been  furnished  by  the  plaintiffs,  with  a  view  to  that  end, 
with  duly  certified  copies  of  the  various  proceedings  con- 
ducted in  the  Supreme  Court  in  relation  to  the  bonds.   H® 
succeeded  in  collecting  bonds,  and  proceeds  of  bonds,  to  fto 
amount  equivalent  to  $339,240{;  and  this  collection  was 
effected  solely  in  consequence  of  the  judgment  obtained  for 
the  State  in  the  Supreme  Court  against  Chiles,  for  the  con- 
tempt above  mentioned. 

Before  his  departure,  the  defendant  was  fully  informed  of 
plaintiff's  contract  with  Governor  Coke,  and  that  they 
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claimed,  under  that  contract,  20  per  cent,  of  what  might  be 
collected  upon  the  bonds  in  England;  and  both  before  and 
after  his  return  to  America,  the  defendant  promised  the 
plaintifis  that  he  would  hold,  and  not  pay  over  to  the  State 
or  to  the  Governor,  the  fund  thus  collected,  until  that  com- 
pensation due  plaintiffs  for  their  services  should  be  paid; 
and  he  informed  the  plaintiffs  that  the  Governor  had  given 
him  the  assurance  that  all  fees  might  be  paid  from  the  fund 
ooUected,  before  the  same  should  be  paid  to  the  State.    A 
settlement,  faovever,  was  made    between   defendant  and 
CJovemor  Coke,  on  the  Slat  of  October,  1875,  in  the  follow- 
ing manner :    The  Governor  determined  that,  of  the  fund 
collected  by  defendant,  the  State  should  receive  $800,000, 
and  that  the  residue,  |39,240,  '^  should  be  dedicated  and 
appropriated  to  pay  all  costs  and  charges,  and  all  attorney 
and  counsel  fees  that  might  be  due  by  the  State  to  the  several 
counsel  and  attorneys  engaged  in  the  service  of  the  State,*^ 
in  respect  of  the  bonds  collected;  and  thereupon  the  defend- 
ant, at  the  Governor's  request,  paid  over  to  the  State  the- 
Bum  of  1300,000;  and,  upon  the  defendant's  request  that  tho 
governor  should  determine  what  proportion  of  the  residuo 
the  Messrs.  Giddings  should  retain  for  themselves,  the  gov- 
ernor adjudged  to  them  the  sum  of  $31,240,  and  to  tho 
plaintiffs,  $8,000.    The  defendant  retained  possession  of  the 
whole  $39,240  for  some  months,  and  then  delivered  $8,000 
to  the  governor,  still  retaining  the  residue.    In  the  end,  the 
plaintiffs  accepted  the  $8,000,  and  executed  to  the  State  a 
^^ceipt  in  full  for  all  demands  against  her.    As  counsel  for 
the  plaintiffs  has  suggested,  the  circumstances  under  which 
this  receipt  was  required  need  not  be  stated  here,  since  they 
^'^e  no  figure  in  this  case. 

It  is  claimed  by  the  plaintiffs  that  upon  this  evidence — 
^hich  we  have  stated  as  facts  only  on  the  theory  of  a  demur- 
^^r  to  evidence — two  contracts  are  established,  namely:  1st. 
'^  contract  made  by  the  defendant  directly  with  the  plain- 
^^ffs  to  retain  and  pay  over  to  them  the  compensation  for 
^hich  they  stipulated  with  the  State;  and,  2d.  A  contract 
^^^^e  by  the  defendant  in  terms  with  the  State,  but  for  the 
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benefit  of  the  plaintiffs;  and  that  the  first  of  these  is  set  ap 
in  the  special  count,  but  that  a  recovery  may  be  had  upon 
either  of  them  under  the  common  count  alone,  on  the  ground 
that  both  have  been  completely  executed  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiffs. 

The  theory  of  the  first  of  these  contracts,  insisted  upon  by 
the  plaintiffs,  is,  that  the  evidence  has  established  the  follow- 
ing facts:  First,  an  actual  promise,  made  by  the  defendant 
some  time  in  the  year  1875,  that  he  would  retain  and  pay 
over  to  the  plaintifts  the  compensation  for  which  they  had 
stipulated  with  the  State;  second,  that  the  services  rendered 
by  the  plaintiffs  in  the  proceeding  against  Chiles  were  the 
consideration  by  which  this  promise  was  supported,  and  that 
these  services  were  a  sufficient  consideration,  because  they 
constituted  a  benefit  conferred  by  the  plaintiffs  on  the 
defendant  at  the  defendant's  request;  and  third,  that  the 
promise  was  made  with  the  consent  of  the  State  of  Tefltfi 
to  which  the  moneys  so  to  be  held  and  paid  over  belonged. 

The  evidence — and  on  the  theory  of  a  demurrer  to  evi- 
dence, the  fact — was  that  the  defendant  promised  that  he 
would  ^'  AoW"  the  fund  collected  in  Europe,  and  ^^n&tfayil 
over  to  the  State  "  until  the  compensation  due  the  plaintift 
should  be  paid,  and  that  he  informed  the  plaintiffs  at  the 
same  time  that  the  governor  had  given  him  the  assurance 
that  all  fees  might  be  paid  from  the  fund.  Rec.,  16.  A 
promise  to  retain  the  moneys  of  the  State,  and  a  promise  to 
pay  a  part  of  them  over  to  the  plaintiffs  involve  widely  dif- 
ferent degrees  of  control  over  the  fund,  and  the  difference 
between  them  is  important  in  this  case.  We  think  that 
this  record  discloses  no  evidence  on  which  a  jury  would  have 
a  right  to  find  that  the  defendant  undertook  to  do  anything 
more  than  to  hold  and  not  pay  over  to  the  State  the  fond 
collected  in  Europe ;  and  that  there  is  no  evidence  of  a 
promise  to  pay  over  to  the  plaintifis  a  part  of  this  fund 
Clearly  there  is  no  express  promise  to  that  effect,  and  we  think 
there  is  nothing  in  evidence  from  which  such  a  promise  can 
fairly  be  inferred.  An  inference  that  he  promised  to  pay 
over  to  them  out  of  this  fund,  the  fees  for  which  they  had 


Mbbrick  v.  Giddikos.  405 

stipulated  with   the  State,  without  au  ascertainment  and 
adjustment  of  those  fees  between  the  State  and  the  plain- 
tiffs, would  be  unreasonable,  for  he  would  certainly  have  no 
right  to  act,  in  disposing  of  the  State's  moneys,  upon  the 
information  given  him  by  the  plaintifts  that  their  compen- 
sation was  to  be  20  per  cent,  of  that  fund.    The  supposed 
proceeding  necessarily  contemplated  a  meeting  of  all  the 
parties  for  the  purposes  of  aflcertainment  and  adjustment  of 
the  fees,  and  this,  of  itself,  would  define  and  limit  the  legal 
intent  of  the  contract,  and  would  show  it  to  be  a  contract 
simply  to  retain  the  fund  until  the  governor,  by  uniting  with 
the  plaintifts  in  this  settlement,  should  in  effect  consent 
hereafter  that  plaintiff's  fees  should  be  paid  out  of  the  fund 
in  defendant's  hands.    And  this  again  would  show  that  the 
promise  contemplated  that  such  payment  should  really  be 
made,  not  by  him  but  by  the  governor  of  Texas.    Now.  if 
defendant's  promise  was  simply   to  retain  the  fund,   his 
breach  of  contract  would  consist  of  failing  to  do  so,  and  of 
paying  it  over  to  the  State  before   plaintiffs'  fees  were 
settled  by  the  State ;  and  he  would  be  liable  only  for  the 
injury  caused  to  the  plaintiffs  by  such  breach.    That  injury 
most  arise  from  their  consequent  inability  to  collect  their 
fees  from  the  State.    They  have  themselves  shown,  however, 
that  they  afterwards  settled  with  the  State,  with  full  knowl- 
edge of  the  defendant's  violation  of  contract,  and  received 
the  sum  of  $8,000,  for  which  they  gave  to  the  State  a 
receipt,  "  acknowledging  the  same  to  be  in  full  for  all 
demands  against  the  said  State,  in  and  about  the  recovery 
of  the  said  bonds."     We  think  that  this  settlement,  although 
it  may  not  affect  their  claim  upon  the  other  contract  set  up 
by  them,  does  defeat  any  action  upon  this  contract,  as  con- 
strued by  us,  for  damages  arising  from  defendant's  failure  to 
hold  the  fund  until  plaintiffs'  fees  should  be  paid. 

It  is  next  insisted  that  the  services  rendered  by  the  plain- 
tiffs in  the  proceeding  against  Chiles  constituted  a  benefit 
conferred  by  the  plaintiffs  upon  defendant  at  his  request, 
and,  therefore,  furnished  a  consideration  which  supports  the 
subsequent  promise. 
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A  somewhat  curioDs  and  important  question  here  present 
itself,  which  does  not  appear  to  have  been  well  settled  yel 
If  these  services  were  in  fact  the  very  services  which  th 
plaintiffs  were  already  bound  to  perform  by  virtue  of  a  sub 
sisting  contract  with  the  State  of  Texas,  were  they  capabl 
of  serving  as  the  consideration  for  any  promise  by  the  de 
fendant,  notwithstanding  they  might  result,  and  did  result 
in  a  benefit  to  him?  We  have  examined  several  cases  bear 
ing  upon  this  question.  In  Shadwell  vs.  Shadwell,  Ex'r,  3( 
Law  J.  Rep.  Com.  Pis.,  145,  which  was  heard  in  the  Commor 
Pleas  in  1860,  the  declaration  stated  that  the  testator  in  hii 
lifetime,  in  consideration  that  the  plaintiff  would  marry  E 
N.,  promised  plaintift  in  the  terms  contained  in  the  follow 
ing  letter :  "  I  am  glad  to  hear  of  your  intended  marriage 
with  E.  N.;  and  as  I  promised  to  assist  you  at  starting,  I  an 
happy  to  tell  you  that  I  will  pay  to  you  one  hundred  and  fift^ 
pounds  yearly  during  my  life,"  &c.  To  this  were  added  th 
proper  averments  to  entitle  plaintiff  to  an  action.  Th- 
executors  pleaded  that,  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  supposec 
promise,  the  said  marriage  was,  without  any  request  on  tL 
part  of  the  testator^  but  at  the  request  of  the  plaintiff,  agreci 
upon  between  plaintiff  and  E.  N.,  of  which  the  testator  hai 
notice ;  that  after  this  agreement  the  marriage  was  actuall 
had  at  the  request  of  the  plaintiff  and  without  the  request  • 
the  testator,  and  that,  except  as  expressed  in  the  letter  s*  - 
forth  in  the  declaration,  there  never  was  any  consideratia 
for  testator's  promise.  To  this  plea  the  plaintiff  replied  tha 
the  promise  was  in  writing,  setting  out  the  letter  in  full,  a— 
averred  that  the  plaintiff  afterwards  married  E.  N.,  relyi 
on  testator's  promise  contained  in  that  letter.  The  case  \^ 
heard  on  demurrer  to  the  replication.  It  was  urged  on  fc 
part  of  the  defendant  that  the  marriage  was  referred  to 
the  letter  as  an  obligation  already  incurred  by  the  plaintS 
and  that,  therefore,  the  consideration  on  which  the  testator 
promise  was  based,  was  a  consideration  that  the  plainly 
should  do  what  he  was  already  bound  to  do,  and  that  was  c:= 
sufficient.  Erie,  C.  J.,  and  Keating,  J.,  held  that  a  suffici^ 
consideration  appeared.    Byles,  J.,  dissented.    In  deliverS 
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-the  opinion  of  the  majority,  Erie,  C.  J.,  said:  '^  The  considera- 
"tioD  must  appear  in  the  writing  containing  the  promise^  that 
is^  in  the  letter  of  11th  of  August,  1838,  and  in  the  sur- 
xonnding  circumstances  to  be  gathered  therefrom,  together 
^writh  the  averments  on  the  record.    The  circumstances  are 
tliat  the  plaintiff  had  made  an  engagement  to  marry  E.  N., 
-his  uncle  promising  to  assist  him  at  starting ^  by  which,  as  I  un- 
derstand the  words,  he  meant  on  commencing  his  married 
life.    Then  the  letter  containing  the  promise  declared  on  is 
Baid  to  specify  what  the  assistance  would  be,  namely,  one 
hundred  and  fifty  pounds  per  annum  during  his  uncle's  life ; 
•    ♦    •    and  a  further  averment,  that  the  plaintiff,  relying 
upon  his  promise,  did  marry  E.  N.*'     Byles,  J.,  dissenting, 
said :  "  The  well-known  cases  which  have  been  cited  at  the 
bar  in  support  of  the  position,  that  a  promise,  based  on  the 
consideration  of  doing  that  which  a  man  is  already  bound 
^  do,  is  invalid,  apply  to  this  case  ;  and  it  is  not  necessary, 
in  order  to  invalidate  the  consideration,  that  the  plaintiff's 
prior  obligation  to  afford  that  consideration  should  have  been 
ftn  obligation  to  the  defendant.    It  may  have  been  an  obli- 
gation to  a  third  person.     The  reason  why  the  doing  what  a 
^n  is  already  bound  to  do  is  no  consideration,  is  not  only 
"^cause  such  a  consideration  is  in  judgment  of  law  of  no 
^Ue,  but  because  a  man  can  hardly  be  allowed  to  say  the 
Prior  legal  obligation  was  not  his  determining  motive." 

The  majority  of  the  court  forbore  to  discuss  the  question 

whether  the  doing  of  an  act  which  the  plaintiff'  was  already 

"^tind  to  do  was  of  itself  a  sufficient  consideration  for  a 

P'X>mige  by  a  third  party,  and  clearly  went  on  the  ground 

*^^t  other  circumstances  were  so  connected  with  and  added 

^  this  act,  as  to  show  that  this  was  not  the  sole  considera- 

^^x:i.    Byles,  J.,  excluded  those  circumstances,  holding  that 

••'^^  consideration  was  reduced  to  this  act  alone,  and  was, 

^^Oxefore,  insufficient. 

1'wo  months  later  the  case  of  Scotson  vs.  Pegg,  6  Hurl,  k 
"^•3  296,  was  heard  in  the  Exchequer.    The  promise  there 
^^«red  on  was  in  consideration  of  the  delivery  by  the  plain- 
%  of  certain  coals  from  their  ship.    The  defendant  pleedad 
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that,  when  he  made  this  promise,  the  piaintiffi  were  boon^h;^^ 
by  a  subsisting  contract  with  another  party  to  deliver  t 
coals  to  their  order ;  that  he  had  bought  the  coals  frcMn 
party  who  had  given  an  order  for  delivery  to  him ;  in  otk- 
words,  that  the  plaintiff  was  already  under  a  sobsisting  <► 
ligation  to  another  party  to  do  just  what  he  had  done, 
that,  therefore,  there  was  no  consideration  for  his  promisi^. 
This  case  also  was  heard  on  demurrer.     It  is  evident  bowa 
the  opinions  of  Martin  and  Wilde,  barons,  that  they  aasoni^^ 
the  existence  of  a  further  consideration  beside  the  mere 
doing  of  an  act  which  the  plaintiff  had  already  bound  him- 
self to  a  third  party  to  do.     Martin,  B.,  said :  "  It  is  con- 
sistent with  the  declaration  that  there  may  have  been  some 
dispute  as  to  the  defendant's  right  to  have  the  coals,  or,  it 
niay  be  that  the  plaintiffs  detained  them  for  demnmg^ ; 
in  either  case  there  would  be  good  consideration  that  tb^ 
plaintiffs,  who  were  in  possession  of  the  coals,  would  alla^ 
the  defendant  to  take  them  out  of  the  ship.    Then  is  it  anj 
answer  that  the  plaintiffs  had  entered  into  a  prior  contract 
with  other  persons  to  deliver  the  coals  to  their  order  upo^^ 
the  same  terms,  and  that  the  defendant  was  a  stranger  ^^ 
that  contract?     In  my  opinion  it  is  not.     We  most  deal  wit  *^ 
this  case  as  if  no  prior  contract  had  been  entered  into- 
And   Wilde,  B.,  said:  '^Here   the  defendant,  who  was      ^ 
stranger  to  the  original  contract,  induced  the  plaintiffs  t^'^ 
part  with  the  cargo,  which  they  might  not  otherwise  ha^'^  ^ 
been  willing  to  do,  and  the  delivery  of  it  to  the  defendar:^ 
was  a  benefit  to  him.    I  accede  to  the  proposition  that,  if 
person  contracts  with  another  to  do  a  certain  thing,  he 
not  make  the  performance  of  it  a  consideration  for  a  ne 
promise  to  the  same  individual.     But  there  is  no  aothorit 
for  the  proposition  that  where  there  has  been  a  promise  t- 
one  person  to  do  a  certain  thing,  it  is  not  possible  to  mak^ 
a  valid  promise  to  another  to  do  the  same  thing."    Tb 
opinions  suggest  two  observations.     When  Martin,  B.,  saL 
that  it  was  consistent  with  the  declaration  that  there 
have  been  some  dispute  as  to  the  defendant's  right  to 
the  coals,  or  that  there  may  have  been  a  claim  for  demurra^^^ 
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that  the  prior  contract  was  no  answer  in  that  case,  he 

inly  went  on  the  ground  that  it  was  consistent  with  the 

ilaration  that  there  may  have  been  a  consideration  beside 

\  mere  doing  of  an  act  which  the  plaintiflPs  were  already 

to  do  by  their  contract  with  another  party.    The  re- 

qaoted  from  Wilde,  B.,  indicates  the  same  view.    The 

observation  is,  that  his  statement  as  to  the  possibility 

a  valid  promise  to  a  new  party,  that  is,  to  the  defendant, 

twithstanding  a  prior  promise  to  another  person  to  do  the 

xne  thing,  indicates  some  inattention  to  the  actual  case 

ore  the  court.    If  there  had  been  any  such  promise,  there 

ould  clearly  have  been  a  sufficient,  because  a  new  consid- 

tion,  moving  directly  from  plaintiff  to  defendant.    In 

fit  case  the  consideration  for  defendant's  promise  would 

ve  been  the  performance  of  an  obligation  of  the  plaintiff 

Tectltf  to  himy  arising  at  the  same  time  and  wholly  new,  and 

Dt  of  an  obligation  to  another  person  still  subsisting. 

Mr.  Frederick  Pollock,  in  his  treatise  on  the  Principles  of 

CZJontract,  (p.  163),  seems  to  suppose  that  this  case  involved 

^    new  promise  by  the  plaintiff,  and  not  merely  the  act  of 

delivering  on  the  strength  of  defendant's  promise.    lie  says: 

**  In  the  case  where  the  party  is  already  bound  to  do  the 

Baine  thing,  but  only  by  contract  with  a  third  person,  there 

18  some  difference  of  opinion.     But  there  seems  to  be  no 

Valid  reason  why  the  promise  should  not  be  good  in  itself, 

^^d  therefore  a  good  consideration.    It  creates  a  new  and  dis- 

Unci  right,  which  must  be  always  of  some  value  in  law,  and 

may  be  of  appreciable  value  in  fact.     There  are  many  ways 

^  'W'hich  B  may  be  very  much  interested  in  A's  performing 

^^  oontract  with  0,  but  yet  so  that  the  circumstances  which 

B^^^  him  an  interest  in  fact  do  not  give  him  any  interest 

^*^lch  he  can  assert  at  law.    It  may  well  be  worth  his  while 

^  Sive  something  for  being  enabled  to  insist  in  his  own  right 

^^  the  thing  being  done.    This  opinion  has  been  expressed 

*^^  acted  on  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  (Scotson  vs.  Fegg) , 

^ij^^  seems  implied  in  the  judgment  of  the  majority  of  the 

tjrt  of  Common  Pleas  some  weeks'  earlier." 

On  the  other  hand,  it  had  been  held,  more  than  a  century 
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before  these  decisions,  that  even  when  the  plaintiif  '^  nnder- 
took/'  at  the  defendant's  request,  to  do  an  act  which  he  was 
already  under  an  obligation  to  another  party  to  do,  the 
defendant's  promise  in  consideration  of  that  undertaking 
was  not  binding.    See  Atkinson  vs.  Settree,  Willes,  482* 
(A.  D.  1744),  as  explained  in  a  note  by  Langdell.    Lang- 
dell's  Select  Cases  on  Contracts,  p.  189.    Subsequently,  in 
Herring  vs.  Derrell,  8  Dowling's  Prac.  Cases,  604,  decided 
in  1840,  it  was  held  by  Coleridge,  J.,  that  a  promise  made 
in  consideration  of  the  mere  doing  of  an  act  which  th 
promisee  was  already  under  a  legal  obligation  to  a  thi 
party  to  do,  was  without  consideration. 

We  have  found  time  to  discover  but  few  cases  in  this  coun 
touching  this  question .  In  Davenport  vs.  First  Congregation 
Church,  83  Wise,  890,  the  court  said :   "It  was  proposed  to  sho 
that  the  plaintiff  agreed  to  surrender  and  discharge  all  hi 
debts  against  the  defendant  providing  the  defendant  woul 
within  a  reasonable  time,  pay  its  indebtedness  to  its  form 
pastor ;  and  the  defendant  accepted  the  proposition  and, 
a  good  deal  of  trouble  and  expense,  raised  the  money  an 
discharged  that  indebtedness.    The  only  consideration  f 
plaintiffs'  promise,  upon  these  facts,  was  the  payment  by  t 
defendant  of  a  debt  justly  due.    It  might  cause  the  defen 
ant  some  trouble  and  inconvenience  to  pay  its  debts,  but 
are  not  aware  of  any  principle  of  law  which  would  make  su 
payment  alone  a  sufficient  consideration  for  a  promise  on  t 
part  of  its  creditor  to  release  his  claim."   So,  too,  in  Johnso 
Adm'r  vs.  Sellers,  83,  Ala.  265,  it  was  held  that  a  pro 
by  defendant  to  plaintiff,  made  to  induce  the  latter  to  co 
ply  with  an  existing  contract  between  him  and  other  persor — ^mfl 
was  without  consideration. 

The   rule   established   by   these   authorities   is,   that  a 

promise   made  in  consideration  of  the  doing  of  an 
which  the  promisee  is  already  under  obligation  to  a 
party  to  do,  though  made  as  an  inducement  to  secure 
doing  of  that  act,  is  not  binding  because  it  is  not 
ported  by  a  valuable  consideration.     We  conceive  this 
clearly  true  when  the  act  done  on  the  part  of  the  prom^ 
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olvee  nothing  more  than  performance  of  the  original  obliga- 
Unoard  the  party  to  whom  U  was  due.    On  the  other  hand, 
the  promise  be  made  in  consideration  of  a  promise  to  do 
t  act,  entered  into  directly  with  the  promisor,  as  indica- 
<i  by  Mr.  Pollock,  or  in  consideration  that  some  dispute  is 
la^creby  determined,  or  that  some  right  is  waived,  as  sag- 
ted  by  the  remarks  of  Martin,  B.,  in  Scotson  vs.  Pegg, 
the  promise  is  binding,  because  not  made  in  considera- 
of  the  performance  of  a  subsisting  obligation  to  another 
Tson,  but  upon  a  new  consideration  moving  between  the 
omisor  and  promisee.    We  do  not  perceive  that  Shadwell 
-  Shadwell  or  Scotson  vs.  Pegg  are  opposed  to  this  view ; 
ongh  some  observations  were  thrown  out  by  the  learned 
dges  during  the  argument  which  we  cannot  reconcile  with 
»  and  which  we  cannot  assent  to. 
We  think  that  the  consideration  on  which  this  defend- 
t's  promise  to  the  plaintifis  is  alleged  to  have  been  founded 
governed  by  the  rule  which  we  have  stated.    It  is  claimed 
at  the  services  rendered  by  the  plaintiffs  in  the  proceeding 
gainst  Chiles,  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States, 
«re  rendered  at  the  request  of  the  defendant,  and  consti- 
'tici.ted  the  consideration  for  his  subsequent  promise. 

But  it  appears  that,  at  the  time  when  they  are  said  to 
have  carried  on  these  proceedings  at  his  request,  they  had 
^Jjeady  been  retained  by  and  were  under  a  legal  obligation 
^o  the  State  of  Teaxs  to  perform  these  services ;  and  it  is 
^ot   shown  that  they  promised   the   defendant  that   they 
^^^Uld  continue  them,  or  that  they  were  induced  by  defend- 
^^^t-'s  request  to  determine  any  dispute  as  to  their  obliga- 
**^ii8,  or  to  waive  any  claim.    In  a  word,  no  other  consider- 
ation for  any  promise  by  the  defendant,  than  the  perform- 
^^«  of  what  they  were  legally  bouud  to  perform  by  a  sub- 
^*t5ng  contract  with  another  party,  is  shown;  and  the  plain- 
1*^^  have  shown  on  the  other  hand,  in  their  own  behalf, 
^^»%  they  actually  did  perform  that  act  under  their  prior 
^^^  tract    We  hold  that  these  services  could  not  serve  as  a 
^^^slderation  for  any  promise  by  the  defendant,  even  if  it 
been  made  at  the  time  of  the  request  for  their  perform- 
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*nce.  It  may  be  added  that,  even  if  they  could  serve  this 
purpose,  they  are  not  shown  by  any  evidence  to  have  been, 
as  a  matter  offact^  the  consideration  on  which  the  promise  here 
insisted  on  was  based.  What  the  consideration  for  a  pmmiae 
was  is  a  matter  of  evidence,  and  this  consideration  ia  not 
shown  to  have  been  referred  to,  or  to  have  been  in  the 
minds  of  the  parties.  We  know  of  no  principle  which  would 
have  authorized  a  jury  to  assume,  in  the  absence  of  affirma- 
tive proof,  that  some  past  benefit,  conferred  at  a  party '^ 
recjucst,  was  intended  to  serve  as  a  reason  or  consideration 
of  a  subsequent  promise,  whose  terms  in  no  way  referred  to 
it,  merely  because  it  was  an  event  which  had  once  happened 
between  the  same  parties.  The  antecedents  of  partiea  are 
not  to  be  sifted  for  a  consideration. 

Again,  it  should  appear  in  some  way  that  these  services 
were  in  fad  rendered  in  consequence  of  defendant's  re^^uest. 
If  the  plaintitis  were  already  bound  by  their  ci?ntraot  with 
another  party  to  perform  them,  and  were  actually  performing 
thorn  at  the  time  of  defendant's  request :  in  other  wonls,  if 
thov  wore  alroadv  moved  bv  a  sufficient  lesal  cause,  the  mere 
taot  of  a  request  by  a  new  party  is  not  evidence  that  they 
wore  oausod  by  that  request  :  and  this  recor.i  disol-oees  no 
other  .itiirmativo  oviJonoe  teuding  tOsh:»wthai  the  pLain- 
titVs  did  ir.  laot  ao:  up.^-^  that  request.  I-dedi.  rv  showing, 
in  tb.oir  vnv::  Ivha":'.  that  they  ortai'^^^i  juigmeLt  against 
CUilos  ;:::.ior  ih^ir  >.v:.tr,Kt  with  the  State  ?:  Texas  [Rec., 
l."'*',  :liov  have  show^  t:«:»t  tLev  d:i  n.t  aot  -ron  defendant's 

l^.::  if  ::  i:A.i  Ixv::  s:-.?-^-::  tl.5t  thcs^  servicers  were  in  fact 

v\»«»  \»««.N  ■•.•.\5     ■■«\-  •••A    '.-1i,^— -  r  - -—    .-J    -'•-.-.    .'-•.••  i' ^ji*»ir*,-i»^    nt'  Hi* 
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c^^nnot  be  built  apon  that  fonndation.    If  plaintiffs^  services 

i.Ki  the  proceedings  against  Chiles  can  be  regarded  as  a  bene- 

t  conferred  by  them  on  the  defendant  in  consequence  of 

request^  and  as  a  consideration  for  some  promise  on  his 

^  it  would  follow  that  the  law  at  once  implied  a  promise 

him  (since  he  made  no  express  promise  at  the  time),  to 

X>&7  for  the  services  which  he  thus  caused,  what  they  were 

areasonably  worth. 

The  contract  between  the  plaintiffs  and  the  defendant  in 
:arelation  to  those  services,  would  in  that  case  be  complete  and 
<dosed  up.  In  that  contract  the  services  would  stand  as  the 
<K)nsideration  for  a  perfect  promise,  although  that  promise 
"would  be  established  only  by  implication.  Now,  it  has  been 
established  that,  where  a  past  consideration,  that  is,  a  thing 
3)reviously  done  by  the  plaintiff  at  the  request  of  the  de- 
fendant, is  one  from  which  the  law  implies  a  promise,  a  sub- 
sequent express  promise  dift'erent  from,  or  in  addition  to, 
that  which  the  law  implies,  is  nudum  pactum.  Among  the 
authorities  in  which  this  doctrine  is  recognized  are  Brown 
rs.  Crump,  1  Marsh,  567 ;  Granger  vs.  Collins,  6  Mes.  &  W.> 
458 ;  Roscorla  vs.  Thomas,  3  Q.  B.,  234 ;  and  Bradford  vs. 
Eoulston,  8  Irish  Com.  L.  Rep.,  468.  If  this  were  not  the 
rule  there  would  be  two  distinct  and  perhaps  antagonistic 
promises  resting  upon  one  consideration.  We  suppose  that 
it  is  not  necessary,  in  applying  this  principle  to  the  case 
before  us,  to  demonstrate  that  a  promise  to  retain  out  of  a 
fund  belonging  to  the  State  of  Texas,  and  pay  over  to  the 
plaintiffs,  a  compensation  due  them  from  the  State  of  Texas, 
is  different  from  an  implied  promise  of  the  defendant  to 
pay  the  plaintiffs  himself,  and  out  of  his  own  moneys,  the 
value  of  services  rendered  at  his  request.  We  must  hold 
under  the  authorities  referred  to,  that  plaintiffs'  services 
cannot  in  this  case  serve  as  a  consideration  for  the  subse- 
quent express  promise  insisted  on.  If  a  consideration  at  all, 
they  had  already  carried  one  promise  and  will  not  carry 
another. 

Pinally,  as  to  the  assent  of  the  State  to  this  contract,  by 
which  its  fund  was  to  be  disposed  of.    It  is  claimed  that  the 
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GiddiDgs  had,  by  virtue  of  their  contract  of  June  2d,  1874  ^ 
with  Governor  Coke,  a  lien  upon  this  fund  for  the 
among  others,  of  paying  out  of  it  the  plaintiffs'  fees, 
that  the  law  implied  the  consent  of  the  State  to  an  act  whii 
would  execute  the  purpose  of  the  lien.  In  this  way  the 
sent  of  the  State  to  the  oontiset  waiw  mnrndfritinn  ia 
to  be  made  out.  We  think  that  the  provisian  lefeiAti 
never  had  the  effect  claimed  for  it,  and  that,  even  if 
might  bear  such  a  construction  it  was  rescinded  before^ 
could  lend  any  support  to  this  later  contract.  But  a^ 
forms  the  basis  of  the  second  proposition  presented  to  ^^js^ 
the  questions  of  its  effect  and  of  its  rescission  will  be  (^on. 
sidered  under  that  head. 

This  second  proposition  is,  that  a  contract  was  mada      ly 
the  defendant,  in  terms,  with  the  State,  but  for  the  beim^iit 
of  the  plaintiffs,  and  that  by  virtue  of  this  contract  h^     is 
bound  to  pay  their  fees,  at  least  to  the  extent  of  the  cokx* 
pensation  allowed  to  himself. 

The  contract  of  June  2d,  1874,  sets  forth  that  J.  D.  and 
D.  C.  Giddings  were  appointed  agents  for  the  State  of  Te^MW, 
*'  to  pursue  by  suit  all  persons  having  claims  adverse  to  tiie 
State  of  Texas,"  to  the  bonds  in  question  ;  and,  after  stating 
their  compensation  and  authorizing  them  to  proceed  also  b? 
compromise,  it  provided   that  their  percentage  were  *^  to 
cover  all  costs  and  expenses  and  attorneys'  fees,  whether  a<J" 
crued   heretofore  or  to  be  incurred  hereafter."    It  is  no^ 
claimed  that  plaintiffs'  fees  had  "accrued  heretofore,"  ^^ 
that  any  fees  have  been  earned  under  the  then  outstandir^-^ 
contract  with  Governor  Davis,  made  in  1873,  by  which  th^'-y 
were  to  be  entitled  to  twenty  per  cent,  of  what  might 
recovered  to  the  State  by  means  of  the  suit  against  tfat 
United  States.    The  basis  of  their  claim  is  the  contract  witl 
Governor  Coke,  made  in  November  or  December,  1874.    Thi 
question,  therefore,  is,  whether  the  provision  relating  to  at- 
torneys' fees  "  to  be  incurred  hereafter,"  meant  that  the 
Giddings  were  to  pay  out  of  their  percentages  whatevei 
fees  the  State  should  subsequently  choose  to  contract  to  paj 
to  attorneys  for  services  in  respect  of  these  bonds.    On  re- 
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dUTing  to  the  first  claase  of  the  agreement,  we  find  that 
they  were  to  pursae  by  suit  all  persons  having  adverse  claims. 
It  was  contemplated,  then,  that  they  should  employ  attor- 
neys, and  to  the  fees  of  these  attorneys,  at  least,  the  clause 
relating  to  attorneys'  fees  to  be  incurred  hereafter,  would 
Apply.    Was  it   understood   that  the  same  words  should 
apply  to  attorneys  employed,  not  by  these  agents  and  in 
8iiit8  which  they  should  cause  to  be  brought,  but  by  the 
State ;  and  that  the  compensation  of  these  attorneys,  over 
which  they  could  have  no  control,  and  which  might,  as 
tbe    compensation  claimed  by  the  plaintiffs  undoubtedly 
would,  sweep  away  the  whole  of  their  own  percentage,  should 
be  paid  out  of  these  percentages  ?    We  think  that  an  inten- 
tion which  it  would  be  so  improvident  and  even  absurd  for 
them  to  entertain,  is  not  to  be  gathered  from  this  provision, 
when  it  may  be  satisfied  by  another  and  reasonable  appli- 
cation. 

This  is  a  familiar  test  in  ascertaining  the  intention  of 

statutes  and  contracts.    It  is  to  be  observed,  moreover,  that 

this  instrument  provides  for  a  particular,  and  what  on  its 

face  would  seem  to  be  a  complete  agency,  by  means  of  which 

^uits  should  be  pursued  or  compromises  made  ;  and  that  it 

^^n tains  no  express  indication  that  the  State  intended  to 

©niploy,  or  reserved  the  right  to  employ,  any  other  agency, 

*^d  at  the  cost  of  the  Qiddings.    In  view  of  this  general 

P'H'^)08e  of  the  instrument,  and  of  the  omissions  of  such  an 

^^Tpress  provision,  we  think  it  is  inadmissible  to  apply  the 

^^^i38e  in   question  to  the  fees  of  the  attorneys  afterwards 

^^^ployed  by  the  State,  independently  of  the  agents.     We 

^**^  aware  that  the  record  shows  that  the  State  did  in  fact 

^^tcrwards  make  a  contract  with  the  plaintiffs  for  services 

^^^  compensation,  but  that  fact  does  not  construe  this  agree- 

^^^Dt ;  it  must  be  construed  by  its  own  terms  and  by  the  cir- 

^^^^Xnstances  existing  at  the  time  of  its  execution.    And  if 

are  to  look  to  any  construction  given  by  the  parties,  it 

>ears  that  they  both  construed  and  modified  the  original 

^^^^Xitract,  before  the  defendant  was  willing  to  act  under  it, 

the  indorsement  of  October  18, 1874.    The  terms  of  this 
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[orsement  clearly  indicate  a  purpose  to  prevent  nndue 
dlity  on  the  part  of  the  agents,  and  to  secure  to  them  a 
enable  compensation,  in  case  their  percentages  shoald  be 
^ept  away  by  the  charges  laid  upon  them ;  and  yet  for  t 
irpose  they  provided  only  for  the  case  of  those  percentage 
dng  absorbed  by  claims   under  '^  outstanding  contracts, 
[he  parties  plainly  assumed  that  these  were  the  only 

damages,  and  it  is  not  intelligible  that  they  should  have 
Inderstood  that  the  object  of  the  indorsement  might  ye*" 
»e  defeated  by  contracts  which  the  State  should  choose  t» 

bke  \\dth  other  persons.    As  this  indorsement  was 
before  the  defendant  would  consent  to  act  under  his  appoin 
tent,  the  two  papers  must  be  construed  as  one  instrumen 
[and,  when  so  construed,  they  exclude  any  application  of  t 
clause  in  question  to  the  fees  of  attorneys  afterwards  r 
tained  by  the  State. 

But,  if  even  the  original  contract  had  contained  a  prom 
to  the  State,  that  the  Giddings  would  pay  plaintiffs'  fe 
those  parties  had  a  right  to  modify  or  rescind  it  at  any  ti 
before  the  plaintifts  made  themselves  privies  by  acceptSL 
and  acting  upon  it.    Trimble  vs.  Strother,  25  Ohio  St.,  8 
Davis  vs,  Calloway,  80  Ind.,  112 ;'  Durham  vs.  Bishoff, 
Id.,  211;  Thorp  vs.  Coal  Company,  48  New  York,  257. 
it  appears  that  the  State  and  its  agents  did  in  fact 
upon  a  new  basis  and  method  of  compensation,  while  th 
original  contract  was  thus  open  to  modification,  and  thatf 
under  the  new  arrangement  the  defendant  could  have  n< 
connection  with  plaintiffs'  fees. 

It  was  agreed  between  the  defendant  and  Governor  Coke, 
that,  if  the  defendant  would  go  to  England,  and  pay  all  costs 
and  expenses  incident  to  the  collection  of  the  bonds  there 
held,  and  should  collect  them  during  Governor  Coke's  admin- 
istration, he  should  have  a  fair  compensation  independent  of 
all  contracts.  We  think  that  by  this  arrangement  the  origi- 
nal terms  of  compensation  were  essentially  altered.  Under 
the  original  contract  the  defendant  was  to  have  reasonable 
compensation  in  case  his  percentages  should  be  exhausted  by 
the  charges  laid  upon  them;  but  that  cumbrous  arrangement 
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superseded,  and  the  defendant  was  now  to  work  simply 
for  a  reasonable  contingent  compensation  ^^independent  of 
all  contracts."    Whatever  compensation  he  was  now  to  have 
-was  to  come  to  him  in  that  character,  and  of  coarse  exempt 
from  any  charge  for  the  benefit  of  the  plaintiffs ;  inasmuch 
as  a  fur  or  reasonable  compensation  subject  to  be  consumed 
by  charges  is  an  unintelligible  conception.    With  these  views 
as  to  the  intent  of  the  original  contract,  and  of  the  effect 
of  the  final  modification,  we  must  hold  that  the  compensa- 
tion actually  received  by  the  defendant  did  not  constitute  a 
fund  out  of  which  he  was  bound  to  pay  fees  to  the  plaintiffs, 
or  money  received  for  their  use.    We  think,  therefore,  that 
the  court  below  was  right  in  directing  the  jury  to  find  a  ver- 
dict for  defendant  upon  both  the  special  and  common  counts. 
Judgment  is  accordingly  affirmed. 


James  N.  Carpkntbr  vs.  John  W.  Starr. 
At  Law.    No.  21,414. 

5  Decided  January  8O1. 1881. 

I  The  Chuf  Justiob  and  JoBtioes  Haokib  and  Jamib  sitting. 

ndant  received  from  K.,  without  fraudulent  purpose  towards  plain- 
^Uf  or  ciroumstances  to  put  him  on  inquiry,  certain  ffoods  as  security 
^o^  money  loaned.  Before  suit  brought  (replevin)  the  defendant  had 
^^nmed  the  goods  to  K.  without  notice  from  plaintiff  that  the  goods 
^ere  his.    H3d^  That  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover. 

Statement  of  the  Case. 

This  was  an  action  of  replevin  brought  to  recover  posses- 

J^^ti  of  plaintiff's  property,  certain  jewelry  alleged  to  have 

^^^en  illegally  taken  and  detained  by  the  defendant.     The 

^ttirn  upon  the  writ  stated  that  the  goods  were  eloigned. 

^^e  facts  were  as  follows  :  In  the  absence  of  the  plaintiff, 

^^B  wife,  who  had,  without  his  knowledge  or  consent,  gotten 

t^^^BBession  of  the  property  sued  for,  pawned  the  same  with 

^  certain  Wm,  Kiskadden,  as  a  security  for  money  loaned* 
29 
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Some  time  afterwards  Eiskadden  placed  them  with  the  d^ 
fendant  as  collateral  security  for  money  advanced  on  a  prom- 
issory note.    Defendant  took  the  property  believing  it  to 
the  property  of  Eiskadden.    Some  time  afterwards  Eiskad — 
den  paid  the  note,  and  the  jewelry  was  returned  to  him* 
Plaintiff  in  the  meantime  had  ascertained  that  defendants^ .mis'*  i 
was  in  possession  of  the  property,  and  brought  this  action  oi 
replevin ;  but  not,  however,  until   after  the  goods  had  beei 
returned  by  the  defendant  to  Eiskadden. 

The  above  facts  being  in  evidence,  the  court  instmcte^^^,;:^^ 
the  jury  that  "if  they  believed  from  the  evidence  that  th^jj'j-^] 
defendant  received  the  property  from  Kiskadden  for  a  tei 
porary  purpose,  to  wit,  as  security  for  money  loaned  by  d< 
fendant  to  said  E.,  without  fraudulent  purpose  toward  tl 
plaintiff,  or  circumstances  to  put  him  on  inquiry,  and  after; 
wards  returned  the  goods  to  E.,  before  this  suit  wasbrongbF; 
and  without  notice  from  plaintiff  that  the  goods  were 
then  they  must  find  for  defendant." 

Verdict  and  judgment  for  defendant. 

On  exceptions  to  the  instructions  of  the  court  the  cai 
was  taken  to  the  General  Term  where,  after  hearings 
judgment  was  affirmed. 

Benj.  J.  Darnbille  for  plaintiff. 

Hagneb  &  Maddox  for  defendant. 
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The  United  States 

vs. 

Joseph  Rodgers  and  Cristophbr  Hunteb. 

CRnCiNAIi  DOCKiET. 

5  Decided  Febnuury  14, 1881. 

i  The  Chuf  Justiok  and  JoBtioes  Wtub  and  Jamib  sitting. 


^*  Where  the  mere  possession  of  a  chattel  is  fraudulently  obtained  from 
the  vendor  by  the  vendee,  ammo  furandi^  a  conversion  of  such  chattel 
by  such  vendee  is  larceny. 

S*  The  foots  that  a  portion  of  the  purchase  money  is  paid  by  one  of  two 
vendees  in  collusion  and  receipted  for  by  the  vendor,  and  the  chattel 
left  in  the  possession  of  said  vendee,  while  the  vendor  proceeds  to  an- 
other place  to  receive  the  balance  of  the  purchase  money  from  the 
other  collusive  vendee,  do  not  work  a  transfer  of  the  title ;  it  remains 
in  the  vendor  until  the  transaction  is  complete,  and  the  whole  of  the 

gnrcbase  money  paid ;  and  a  conversion  of  the  chattel  by  the  vendee 
1  possession  before  the  entire  purchase  money  is  paid,  constitutes 
larceny  on  the  part  of  both  of  such  collusive  vendees  where  they 
have  conspired  to  obtain  possession  of  such  chattel  by  fraud  or  deceit 
for  the  purpose  of  conversion. 

Statement  of  the  Case. 
The  defendant  was  convicted  of  grand  larceny. 

About  March  9,  1881,  one  William  H.  Peden,  a  farmer 
residing  in  Stafford  county,  Virginia,  came  to  the  city  of 
"Washington,  D.  C,  with  a  mare  which  he  wished  to  sell. 
He  was  approached  by  the  defendant,  Rodgers,  and  urged  to 
trade ;  this  he  repeatedly  refused  to  do,  saying  that  he  would 
only  sell,  and  that  for  the  sum  of  $105  cash.    The  defend- 
ant Hunter,  who  was  an  acquaintance  and  associate  of  Rod- 
R^rs,  both  being  horse  traders,  then  intervened  and  offered 
Rodgers  $100  for  a  horse  which  he  (Rodgers)  had  in  a  distant 
part  of  the  city.  Hunter  at  the  same  time  falsely  stating 
that  he  was  the  owner  of  an  adjacent  house  which  he  then 
Pointed  out.    It  was  arranged  that  Peden  should  ride  his 
^B.re  to  the  distant  stable  where  Rodgers'  horse  was,  should 
there  receive  $6,  should  then  ride  the  horse  back  to  the 
house  which  Hunter  pretended  to  own  and  there  receive 
'^otn  Hunter  $100,    Peden  rode  the  mare  to  the  stable,  re- 
^^ived  $6,  and  gave  a  receipt  therefor,  left  the  mare  with 
Rotjgere  at  that  stable,  rode  the  horse  back  to  the  house 
^hich  Hunter  said  ho  owned,  could  not  find  Hunter,  and 
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kanMd  tbaft  III^  v&i  iwt  Mm  tke  house.  He  ivod  5mBB£- 
mkt^Iy  back  ^>  thtf  ^ta£?£i^  wb«^  be  had  left  his  mmt^mimt 
bad  b«^»i  n»u»>T^%L  X^thcr  Huntw  nor  BodgasonuLK 
foQxui  ArtiNr  :s<arcit  sod  «MBiplmint  to  the  pofiob.  mtL 
foQSxd  hM  maun)  «c  ;ib  $taJMji»  m  miMilher  part  of  tht  as^wi 
t^hixxa^  h^^  l^^xin^  ii»  huxst^  which  was  wilwmjiiHdg 
dauQif^  ;tt^i  :soid  bv  Kcxi^er!^  EVden  swore  that  ht  Mvc 
intend  tv>  part  wha  rfxie  jnjpKtx  in  his  mare  ontil  itm 
b^tt  paid  cbie  |l\}$x  ;uid  it  wats^  bkoi  pretended  thai  m  s- 
gard<ed  chie  hors^  :it$  tiii$  pix:^rtT :  be  immediatelj  neioiiiit 
bb  mar^  wbea  be  tiHed  ^(?  iiod  Hunter  at  the  agMfiirar 

To  tbbs  eTidenc^  on  tb<e  part  o£  tbe  Government  i3k  ifi- 
fendazLi;3  demarred.  Cc3u  J^  ^Ternxlfed  the  demnrretvant 
i^oQ  ibj&  mfTTTg  the  ca»  wat^  ar^md  in  general  t^m. 

A.  B.  Williams  tor  the  defwi^&nts : 

On  the  jGrtf  bill  of  excepdoas^  tbe  deiSmdantB  conteaidai 
their  acta  m  diaHAyd  by  the  testumnxf  prodaced  on  Udf 
of  tbe  United  States  do  not  coastitntft^  the  ofifenseof  knBDft 
and^  therefore,  that  their  dcmonr^er  to  the  evidenoe  AsbM 
bare  been  tcMtained  bj  the  eourt. 

Th«7  //flfer  the  ffAlawing  reaaoos  fee  this  position  : 

L  Ttiat  tb^P  fifyy>f  lihcmn  that  the  elmxant  of  baitff  ml 
iak  ^mUffted  into  and  formed  a  compiOMat  part  of  the  Izsa. 
aetu>n,  and  tbat  title  paMed. 

Tbia  elearijr  appears  from  the  acta  of  tba  proeecatiog  ait- 
nesi^  Paden^  as  disclosed  bjr  his  own  testxmonj. 

Fir$L  Because  Peden  having  come  to  tbta  District  for  As 
purpose  of  selling  his  mare,  he  did  agrea  to  dispose  of  1^ 
for  the  sum  of  one  hundred  and  five  doUank 

Second.  Because  Peden  did  receive  five  dollars  and  ^d  i^ 
ceive  and  take  away  the  mare  belonging  to  the  defendant 
Bodgers. 

Third.  Because  Peden  did  deliver  his  own  mare  to  the 
defendant  Bodgers. 

Fourth.  Because  the  said  delivery  of  his  mare  by  Peden  to 
Bodgers,  was  absolute  and  unconditional,  on  his  part,  and 
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aooompanied  by  the  receipt  of  articles  of  true  valae  ^  in  re* 
turn  therefor. 

Fifth.  Because  the  said  delivery  of  his  mare  by  Peden  to 
JSodgerSy  aud  the  reception  of  Bodgers'  mare  and  five  dollars 
in  return  therefor  was  at  that  time  with  the  intent  on  the 
part  of  Peden  to  transfer  the  property  therein. 

Sixth.  Because  Peden  knew  at  the  time  of  the  delivery 
f  his  mare  to  Bodgers,  that  he,  Bodgers,  received  her  as 
is  own  property,  and  that  his  consent  thereto  would  be  im- 
plied from  his  silence. 

Seventh.  Because,  after  getting  the  five  dollars  and  mare 

jom  Bodgers,  he,  Peden,  recognized  his  agreement  with 

unter  by  proceeding  to  the  place  designated  by  Hunter 

the  intent  to  deliver  to  him  the  mare  he  had  just  ob- 

ined  from  Bodgers,  and  receive  the  one  hundred  dollars 

eed  upon. 

H.  That  the  proof  shows  that  there  was  no  felonious  tak- 
ng  on  the  part  of  the  defendants. 
This  also  appears  from  the  testimony  of  the  prosecuting 

,  Peden. 
First.  Because  the  defendant  Bodgers  was  placed  in  pos- 
of  the  mare  alleged  to  have  been  stolen,  uncondition- 
,  and  by  the  voluntary  act  of  Peden. 
Second.  Because  Peden  failed  to  make  a  special  delivery 
f  the  possession  of  the  mare  or  to  stipulate  that  she  should 
held  by  Bodgers  for  any  period  of  time,  or  for  any  special 
purpose  whatsoever. 

Third.  Because  when  Peden  delivered  the  mare  to  the  de- 
:^endant  Bodgers,  he  knew  at  the  time  he  did  so,  that  de- 
:fendant  Bodgers  received  her  as  his  own,  and  he  permitted 
liim  to  do  so  without  any  expression  of  dissent  on  his  part. 
HE.  The  general  statement  made  by  the  prosecuting  wit- 
oiess,  Peden,  "  that  he  did  not  intend  to  part  with  his  mare 
imless  he  got  one  hundred  dollars  in  money,"  is  not  testimony 
lending  to  prove  the  fact,  which  must  be  affirmatively  estab- 
lished by  the  United  States,  that  at  the  time  of  delivering 
his  mare  to  Bodgers,  he  did  reserve  title  in  himself  and  make 
a  special  delivery  of  the  mare,  but,  it  is  consistent  with  the 


422  TTNirra)  States  v.  Kodgebs. 

fact  which  is  established  by  the  entire  testimony,  that  at  t. 
time  that  he  delivered  his  own  mare  and  took  the  five  dol 
in  money  and  Rodgers'  mare,  he  fully  believed  that  he  wo 
get  one  hundred  dollars  for  her,  on  delivering  her  to  Hunt^ 
and  that  at  that  moment  he  intended  that  title  in  his  m 
should  pass  to  Rodgers. 

IV.  The  guilt  of  persons  charged  with  crime  cannot, 
made  to  depend  upon  the  unexpressed  mental  reservatL 
of  others,  but  only  upon  their  own  acts  and  expressions 
tered  or  adopted  by  them. 

There  have  been  many  decisions,  both  ancient  and  mod< 
upon  the  subject  of  larceny,  where  the  possession  has  l>^^en 
obtained  by  consent,  and  they  may  be  considered  as  es^-^ab- 
lishing  the  following  propositions,  as  to  title : 

First.  If  the  owner  of  goods  part  with  the  possession,  ^v^oj. 
untarily,  knowing  at  the  time,  that  the  person  receiving   t  ie 
same  takes  them  as  his  own  property,  and  he  fails  to  indicate 
or  to  express  his  dissent  thereto,  title  passes  and  it  is  not  I  sw- 
eeny, although  false  and  fraudulent  means  have  been  used     ^o 
obtain  the  owner's  consent  to  the  act.    Welsh  vs.  People,   ^"^ 
111.,  889;  State  vs.  Kellog,  26  Ohio,  15;  Lewer  vs.  Com.,  15      ^' 
&  R.,  98;  Elliot  vs.  Com.,  12  Bush.,  (Ky.),  176;  Kelley  ^-^^ 
People,  18  N.  Y.,  (8.  C),  509;  Phelps  vs.  State,  55  111.,  83-^^\ 
State V5.  Porter,  1  Porter,  (Ala.),  118;  1  Dennison,C.  C.,8^^'' 
2  East.,  668. 

Second.  When  the  owner  of  goods  delivers  the  possession  ^'^ , 
to  another  person,  specially  for  some  purpose  or  object,  anc^ 
they  are  subsequently  by  him  converted  to  his  own  use,  th^^^ 
offense  is  larceny.    State  vs.  Watson,  41  N.  H.,  538;  Stat^    ^ 
vs.  Linden  thai,  5  Richardson,  (S.  C),  287;  Elliot  vs.  Com.^,^ 
18  Bush,  Ky.,  176;  Smith  vs.  People,  58  K  Y.,  Ill,  Hilde-' 
brand  vs.  People,  56  K  Y.,  894 ;  Loomis  vs.  People,  67  N 
Y.,  822;  Weyman  vs.  People,  6  Thomson  &  Cook,  N.  Y.,  (S 
0.),  696;  2  East.,  678,  679.  ^ . 

Applying  the  principles  established  by  these  cases  it  iw  -^^ 
apparent  that,  inasmuch  as  the  owner  of  the  mare  volunta.^^^^ 
rily  parted  with  his  possession  and  delivered  her  to  th  -^^^ 
defendant,  knowing  that  he  received  her  as  his  own^  kcl^^^ 
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took  the  defendant's  goods  away  with  him,  withoat  making 
ftnj  stipulation  or  agreement  concerning  her,  and  without 
^ving  expression  to  any  mental  reservations  or  intentions 
that  may  have  existed  in  his  mind  at  the  time,  he  conse- 
quently made  no  special  delivery  and  therefore  the  defend- 
ants are  not  guilty  of  larceny. 

Georgb  B.  Cobkhill  and  R.  Ross  Pbbbt,  for  the  United 
States: 

I.  Where,  by  delivery,  the  owner  of  the  goods  passes  not 
only  the  possession,  but  the  right  of  property,  there  is  no 
larceny. 

£L  But  where  the  mere  possession  has  been  obtained 
animo  furandi  or  fraudulently,  then  any  act  indicating  con- 
version constitutes  larceny. 

Did  Peden,  in  delivering  possession  of  his  mare  to  Rodgers 
intend  to  vest  him  with  the  ownership  of  the  mare  until  he 
had  been  paid  for  her  ?  He  swears  that  he  did  not  so 
intend  ;  it  is  not  reasonable  to  suppose  that  he  did  so 
intend  ;  he  was  a  stranger  here  and  the  defendants  were 
strangers  to  him  ;  it  is  not  probable  that  he  would  have 
parted  with  the  property  in  his  mare  until  he  had  been  paid 
relying  simply  upon  the  good  faith  of  these  strangers.  His 
acts  show  that  he  did  not  so  intend,  for  his  first  step  was  to 
reclaim  his  mare  ;  the  defendants  knew  that  he  did  not  so 
intend,  for  they  immediately  removed  and,  as  they  thought, 
concealed  the  mare,  and  then  vanished. 

The  following  cases  are  referred  to  as  illustrating  the  dis- 
tinction between  a  mere  delivery  of  the  possession,  a  condi- 
tional delivery  and  the  absolute  transfer  of  ownership  :  Rex 

vs.  Aikles,  2  East.  P.  C,  675  ; ,  1  Leach,  C.  0., 

294  ;  Rex  vs.  Campbell,  1  Moody,  C.  C,  179  ;  Rex  vs. 
Small,  8  Car.  &  Payne,  46  ;  Regina  vs.  Webb,  5  Cox  C.  C, 
164  ;  Rex  vs.  Gilbert,  1  Moody  C.  C,  185  ;  Rex  vs.  Pratt,  1 
Moody,  C.  C,  250  ;  Regina  vs.  Cohen,  2  Dennison^  C.  C,  249 

See  also — 2  Leading  Criminal  Cases,  p.  101 ;  1  Whartons' 
Criminal  Law,  §§968,  966  ;  Stevison  vs.  People,  43  HL,  897  j 
State  i;^.  Brown,  25  HI.,  561 ;  People  vs.  Call,  1  Denio^  120 ; 
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People  vs.  McDonald,  48  N.  Y.,  61 ,  Smith  V8.  People^  58  N. 
T.,  Ill ;  Elliott  V8.  Com.,  12  Bush,  (Ky.)>  176. 

There  is  apparently  bat  little  conflict  between  counsel  for 
the  defendants  and  counsel  for  the  United  States  with  res- 
pect to  the  law  applicable  in  the  premises. 

It  is  conceded  by  counsel  for  the  United  States  that  if 
Peden  meant  to  transfer  the  ownership  of  his  mare  by  the 
delivery  of  the  possession  to  Rodgers,  there  is  no  larceny. 

It  is  conceded  by  counsel  for  the  defendants  that  if  Peden 
delivered  the  possession  of  the  mare  to  Rodgers,  specially 
for  some  purpose  or  object,  intending  to  retain  the  ownership 
until  the  purpose  was  accomplished,  and  the  mare  was  con- 
verted by  Rodgers  before  such  purpose  was  accomplished,  then 
there  is  larceny.  Counsel  for  defense,  however,  insist  that 
the  special  purpose  must  be  explicitly  declared  at  the  time 
of  the  delivery  of  the  possession.  Mr.  Justice  Cox  thought 
otherwise  and  instructed  the  jury  that  it  might  be  implied 
from  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  and  the  accompanying 
and  succeeding  acts  of  both  parties.  In  this  he  was  clearly 
right.  None  of  the  cases  cited  by  defendants'  counsel  estab* 
lish  that  there  must  be  a  formal  declaration  by  the  one  party 
and  acceptance  by  the  other,  of  the  purpose  of  the  transfi 
of  possession. 

Mr.  Chief- Justice  Cartter  delivered  the  opinion  of  th< 
court. 


We  do  not  care  to  hear  further  argument  in  this 
We  think  the  defendants  were  fairly  tried  and  properly  con- 
victed, and  that  they  are  eminently  worthy  of  panishment^i- 
The  case,  as  it  appears  to  us,  was  that  of  an  inchoate  sale, 
incomplete  delivery,  and  a  conversion  of  the  property  by  th 
defendants  with  a  felonious  purpose,  while  the  sale  was  y 
inchoate  and  incomplete. 

The  formula  of  the  transaction,  if  dissected  as  the  i 
nuity  of  counsel  in  argument  has  ably  attempted  to  do- 
might  make  another  case.    But  is  that  the  proper  way 
view  this  transaction  in  the  light  of  the  plain  purpose  of  th^ 
law  to  punish  guilt  and  to  protect  innocence? 
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The  complaining  witness  came  to  this  city  with  a  horse 
for  sale,  of  which  he  had  fixed  the  price,  and  upon  the  horse- 
market  here  he  met  the  defendants  Eogers  and  Hunter.  He 
"was  inquired  of  by  them  if  he  wanted  to  sell  his  horse.  He 
replied,  "Yes,  I  want  to  sell  my  mare  for  $105  cash."  Said 
Rodgers,  '*  I  would  buy  it  if  I  could  sell  my  horse  for  $100." 
Hunter  then  and  there,  according  to  the  statement  of  facts, 
said  that  he  would  pay  Kodgers  $100  for  his  horse.  "  Very 
well,"  said  the  complaining  witness,  "  that  makes  a  sale  of 
my  mare  for  $105." 

Now  counsel  for  the  defendants  has  discussed  the  case  as  if 
this  was  the  merest  innocent,  accidental,  segregated  action 
conceivable  on  their  part;  that  it  all  happened  by  mere  blun- 
der; that  there  was  no  concert  of  action  or  mutual  understand- 
ing between  Rodgers  and  Hunter;  if  that  view  of  the  facts 
could  be  tolerated  the  force  of  the  argument  would  be  con- 
clusive. But  the  case  as  the  evidence  clearly  shows  it,  is  far 
otherwise. 

The  complaining  witness,  a  countryman,  is  approached  by 

these  defendants  with  reference  to  a  purchase  of  his  mare ; 

&8  always  happens  in  such  cases,  the  consideration  to  be  paid 

18  not  at  hand,  it  is  by  mere  accident  a  little  way  oflf,  as  in 

this  instance  the  horse  which  Hunter  pretended  to  buy  of 

Rodgers  was  not  at  the  horse  market  but  at  Bodgers'  house; 

*lie  countryman  was  invited  to  go  there,  leave  his  mare^ 

"ring  Rodgers*  horse  to  Hunter  and  receive  the  $100,  and  he 

^^nt.    Hunter  told  him  that  he  (Hunter)  lived  in  and  owned 

^  certain  designated  house,  and  that  he  (witness)  should 

"ring  Rodgers'  horse  there  and  receive  his  money.    At  Rod- 

S^rs'  house  the  saddle  was  taken  from  the  countryman's 

^^^^1^,  placed  upon  Rodgers'  horse,  which  the  countryman 

^^^e  back  to  the  house  pointed  out  by  Hunter;  when  he  got 

there  he  found  that  Hunter  did  not  live  there  and  did  not 

^^n  the  house.    Hunter  he  could  not  find.    He  then  rode 

*^^<ik  to  Rodgers'  house,  but  both  Rodgers  and  the  mare  had 

^^i^ppeared,  just  as  you  might  accidentally  suspect  from  this 

^ries  of  accidents.    He  then  began  to  suspect  that  he  had 

*^Uen  among  thieves,  and  made  complaint  to  the  police 
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through  whose  assistance  he  recovered  his  mare  in  another 
part  of  the  city. 

I^ow  does  this  combination  of  facts,  this  series  of  circum- 
stances; justify  the  conclusion  that  these  defendants  acted 
in  concert;  and  that  they  conspired  to  get  the  complidnin 
witness'  mare  fraudulently  out  of  his  possession?    We  thi 
that  such  a  conclusion  is  irresistible. 

The  demurrer  was  overruled  in  the  court  below  upon 
hypothesis,  as  we  are  advised  by  the  charge  of  the  court,  tha*; 
this  transaction  was  one  and  entire;  that  Bodgers  and  Hu 
ter  were  in  design  one  person,  that  they  mutually  conspirei^*. 
and  intended  mutually  to  reap  the  benefit  of  the  conspirac] 

The  ground  upon  which  we  decide  this  case  is  that  hei 
was  ati  incomplete  sale,  an  incomplete  or  conditional  deli' 
ery  of  the  thing  sold  ;  that  the  transaction  was  not  ripen 
and  fully  consummated  until  the  purchase  money  had  b 
paid  for  the  mare  ;  that  the  title  to  the  mare  did  not  p 
until  the  purchase  money  had  been  paid,  and  was  not 
tended  by  the  vendor  to  pass  until  then.    The  fact  t 
Bodgers'  horse  constituted  one  part  of  the  consideratm^ 
and  the  five  dollars  paid  by  Rodgers  another  part  of 
consideration,  and  that  the  horse  was  saddled  to  convey    ^fce 
vendor  to  the  place  of  payment  of  the  balance  of  the  f>Tzr- 
chase  money,  do  not  make  it  a  complete  transaction    ;    it 
4{C0uld  not  become  such  until  the  purchase  money  had  in  flact 
been  paid.    We  hold  that  the  right  of  property  in  the  title 
to  the  mare  remained  in  the  vendor  until  the  time  of   the 
payment  of  the  purchase  money,  and  as  the  purchase  money 
was  never  paid  the  vendor  never  parted  with  his  title  to  Iw* 
mare. 

If  the  question  were  res  iniegray  I  should  myself  hold  tb^ 
in  no  case  could  title  pass  where  the  possession  has  been  ^^ 
tained  by  fraud  or  deceit,  and  in  my  opinion  there  is  no  sol^i 
ground  of  distinction  between  cases  where  the  title  has  b^^^^ 
obtained  by  fraud  and  those  in  which  only  a  naked  pofl^^*" 
sion  has  been  so  obtained.    To  say  that  a  vendor  has  part>^ 
with  his  title  under  such  circumstances  may  be  correct  J^ 
terms,  but  how  has  he  parted  with  it?    Why,  under  the    ^"^ 
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fiaence  of  fraud  and  false  pretences.  His  jndgment  and  will 
have  been  cheated.  All  the  reqairements  necessary  to  con* 
stitnte  a  legal  contract  for  the  alienation  of  property  have 
been  ontraged,  yet  that  which  the  law  in  its  civil  issues 
treats  as  void,  by  the  sublimated  metaphysics  of  the  criminal 
law  is  made  valid.  This  is  a  refinement  in  the  direction  of 
protecting  guilt  and  defrauding  innocence  ;  it  is  a  distinction 
in  violation  of  conmion  sense^  and  of  all  the  analogies  of 
the  law,  and  if  I  were  not  bound  by  precedents  I  should  not 
hesitate  to  declare  all  such  transactions  larcenies. 

The  court  has^  without  any  hesitation  and  without  argu- 
ment on  the  part  of  the  United  States^  concluded  to  affirm 
the  decision  below^  and  it  is  so  ordered. 


■♦«- 


Horace  S.  Johnston 
vs. 
The  District  op  Columbia. 
At  Law.   No.  18,655. 

5  D««lded  Mareh  t7, 188S. 

I  Ths  Chdef  Jusnoi  and  Justices  Cox  and  Jambs  sitting* 

1%  Sfldenoe  to  be  admissible  must  be  applicable  to  the  averments  of  the 
declaration. 

^*  It  is  no  ground  of  action  against  a  municipal  corporation  that  it  has 
eommitt^  a  mere  error  of  Judgment  in  the  construction  of  a  street 
sewer  whereby  damage  ensues  to  adjoining  property,  when  it  is  not 
alleged  that  the  defect  of  construction  was  caused  by  the  carelessness 
of  the  defendant,  or  was  .brought  to  its  notice. 

^.  The  amendment  of  a  declaration,  so  as  to  state  for  the  first  time  a 
eanae  of  action,  is  equivalent  to  bringing  a  new  suit  as  of  the  date  of 
the  amendment ;  and  if  the  statutory  period  of  limitations  has  elapsed, 
the  action  vHUbe  barred,  notwithstanding  the  original  declaration 
was  fUed  within  the  statutory  period. 

Thi  Cass  is  snfficiently  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Ws  A.  Cook  and  John  E.  Norris  for  plaintiff : 

The  District  was  liable  for  defects  either  in  the  workman- 
ship or  d^Nicity  of  the  sewer  complained  of.    Indianapolis 
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V8.  Hoffer^  80  Ind.,  288  ;  Mayor,  etc.,  vs.  Thompflon,  29  Aik.. 
569  ;  Dixon  vs.  Barker,  65  III.,  518. 

Francis  Miller  for  defendant : 

Liability  for  damages  caused  by  a  defective  plan  can  onl^ 
arise  when  the  corporation  has  been  negligent  in  the  selei^i^ 
tion  of  the  officers  to  whom  it  has  entrusted  the  work  of  4^, 
vising  that  plan.     See  cases  cited  in  notes  to  sections  7^ ^ 
799  and  801  of  Dillon  on  Municipal  CJorporations ;  and  iSjl^ 
V8.  Brooklyn,  32  N.  Y.,  489  ;  Child  vs.  Boston,  4  Allen,  ^j. 
Wilson  vs.  New  York,  1  Denio,  599 ;  Carr  vs.  Northeni 
Liberties,  85  Penn.  St.,  824,  approved  by  Sharswood,  J.,  fzi 
Grant   vs.  Erie,  69  Penn.,  422  ;  Beekman  vs.  Detroit,  34 
Mich,  125 ;  Van  Pelt  vs.  Davenport,  42  Iowa,  808. 

Mr.  Justice  Cox  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  is  an  action  for  damages  for  injuries  sustained  by  the 
plaintiff  in  consequence  of  the  overflow  of  water  from  the 
Missouri  avenue  sewer  into  the  basements  of  his  hoosee  at- 
uated  on  Four-and-a-half  street  and  Missouri  avenue,  July, 
1877.  The  only  allegation  in  the  original  declaration  look- 
ing to  responsibility  of  the  District,  is  that  the  sewer  con- 
structed by  it  on  Missouri  avenue  is  defective  and  imperfect, 
and  upon  every  fall  of  rain  fills  and  overflows.  It  is  not  al- 
leged that  the  imperfection  or  defect  was  caused  through  the 
neglect  of  the  defendant,  or  was  brought  to  the  notice  of  the 
District  authorities  ;  nor  is  the  nature  of  the  defect  or  im- 
perfection set  forth.  On  its  face  the  declaration  does  not 
seem  to  state  a  cause  of  action.  At  the  trial  the  plaintiff 
offered  to  prove  that  the  plan  on  which  the  sewer  had  been 
constructed  by  the  authorities  of  the  District  had  not  been 
judiciously  selected.  This  testimony  was  excluded,  and  is 
the  ground  of  the  first  exception. 

In  the  first  place  there  seems  to  be  no  averment  in  the 
declaration  to  which  such  evidence  was  applicable.  In  the 
next  place,  a  mere  error  of  judgment  in  the  construction  of 
Buch  work  does  not  seem,  on  the  authorities,  to  be  a  ground 
of  action  in  the  absence  of  carelessness  in  the  selection  of  a 
plan,  or  the  employment  of  proper  agents  to  devise  and  ex- 


Johnston  v.  Dibtbiot.  429 

ecate  it ;  and  if  sneh  want  of  care  existed  it  oaght,  nnqaes- 
tionablj,  to  be  averred  in  the  declaration.  On  this  ground 
we  think  the  evidence  was  rightly  excluded. 

More  than  three  years  after  the  bringing  of  the  suit,  and 
tfter  the  occorence  of  the  alleged  iDJary,  the  plaintiff  filed 
ui  amendment  to  his  declaration^  in  which  he  charged  knowl- 
edge on  the.  part  of  the  District  of  the  defect  and  in- 
adequacy of  the  sewer,  and  also    failure  to  inspect    the 
Bune  after  due  notice  of  its  condition,  and  also  knowingly 
<uid  wrongfully  suffering  it  to  choke  up  and  thus  overflow, 
^othis  amended  declaration  the  defendant  pleaded  the 
is^tute  of  limitations,  and  the  plea  was  demurred  to  ;  but 
*iio  demurrer  was  overruled  by  the  court  below. 

We  think  the  original  declaration  did  not  state  a  cause  of 
,  but  that  such  cause  of  action  was  stated  for  the  first 
in  the  amendment,  and  that  it  is  equivalent  to  bring- 
a  new  suit  as  of  the  date  when  the  amendment  was  filed, 
that  the  defendant  cannot  be  deprived  of  the  opportu- 
of  pleading  the  defense  of  limitations  by  the  circum- 
that  this  amendment,  stating  a  cause  of  action  for 
first  time,  was  added  to  the  declaration  filed  within 
statutory  period,  and,  therefore,  the  demurrer  to  the 
was  properly  overruled  by  the  court  below. 
Judgment  affirmed. 
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John  F.  May 

vs. 

Alexander  E.  Shepherd 

At  Law.  No.  20.320. 

1.  A  verbal  agreement  to  receive  a  £^reater  rate  of  Interest  than  six  per 
cent,  for  forbearance  after  a  debt  is  due  is  void  under  the  Bevted 
Statutes  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  Sec.  715. 

2.  A  void  promise  to  pay  illegal  interest  is  not  a  valuable  consideration 
lor  a  promise  to  forbear.    It  is  a  mere  nudum  pactum. 

3.  While  it  is  perfectly  well  settled  that  a  valid  agreement  between  a 
creditor  and  the  principal  debtor,  giving  time  after  the  maturity  of  the 
note,  discharges  the  surety,  yet  the  agreement  must  be  a  binding  one ; 
otherwise  it  is  a  mere  voluntary  indulgence  and  no  valid  defense  for 
the  surety. 

4.  By  the  provisions  of  a  deed  of  trust  given  to  secure  a  promisaoiy 
note,  the  terms  of  sale  in  case  of  de&ult  were  as  follows :  **  Tit 
amourU  of  indebtedness  secured  by  said  deed  of  trust  unpaid,  with  the 
expense  of  the  sale,  in  cash,  and  the  balance  at  twelve  and  ei|^teen 
months.'* 

JSeM,  Not  to  be  construed  as  depriving  the  trustees  of  the  power 
to  sell  for  less  than  the  full  amount  of  the  debt,  taxes  and  ex- 
penses. A  provision  in  a  deed  of  trust  to  secure  a  debt,  to  have  that 
e£fect  should  be  very  clearly  expressed.  The  true  construction  of  Uiis 
language  is,  that  the  trustees  should  require  a  cash  payment  of  enough 
to  satisfy  the  debt,  if  the  purchase  money  be  sufficient  for  that  pur- 
pose, and  the  balance,  if  any,  in  two  instalments. 

6.  S.  ^ve  his  promissory  note,  bearing  ten  per  cent,  interest  untU  paid, 
to  M.,  and  secured  the  same  by  deed  of  trust  upon  real  estate  ;  subse- 
quently S.,  for  a  valuable  consideration,  conveyed  the  equity  of  re- 
demption to  W.,  and  paid  the  interest  on  the  note  up  to  the  date  of 
the  conveyance.  W.  then  paid  the  interest  until  the  maturity  of  the 
note,  when  he  went  to  M.  and  told  him  that  he  (W.)  had  to  pay  the 
note,  but  asked  for  an  extension  of  one  year  at  the  same  rate  of  in- 
terest, which  was  granted.  The  agreement  to  extend  was  not  in 
writing.  A  subsequent  extension  was  obtained  in  the  same  manner. 
Default  having  finally  been  made,  the  property  was  sold,  but  did  not 
sell  for  enough  to  satisfy  the  note.  Whereupon  S.  was  sued  for  the 
balance,  and  was  held  by  the  court  liable  for  the  same. 

Statement  of  the  Case. 

Motion  for  new  trial  on  exceptions. 

The  declaration  consisted,  besides  the  money  counts,  of  a 
special  count  on  a  promissory  note  dated  April  26,  1875,  by 
which  defendant  promised  to  pay  to  the  order  of  the  plain- 
tiff $10,000,  two  years  after  date  with  interest,  payable 
quarterly,  at  ten  per  cent,  until  paid.  The  interest  had  been 
paid  up  to  April  26,  1878,  and  $8,182.10  of  the  principal  had 
been  paid  and  credited  February  19, 1879.    The  plaintiff 
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claimed  a  balance  due  of  12,684.56,  with  interest  at  ten  per 
Cent,  until  paid  from  February  19^  1879.  The  note  was 
Jiecnred  by  deed  of  trust  upon  real  estate,  and  the  trust  hav- 
ix)g  been  foreclosed  by  a  sale  of  the  property  at  public  auction, 
'the  plaintiff  became  the  purchaser,  the  net  proceeds  of  the 
aale,  $8,182.10,  being  credited,  as  above  stated,  on  the  note, 
February  19, 1879.  This  suit  was  brought  against  defendant 
%o  recover  the  balance  due. 

The  defendant,  besides  the  general  issue,  filed  three  special 
pleas,  in  substance  as  follows : 

1.  Estoppel  in  pais^  because  the  plaintiff  required  and  re- 
ceived from  defendant  as  security  for  said  note,  a  deed  of 
trust  of  real  estate,  and  agreed  to  its  terms  and  provisions, 
hj  which  power  is  given  to  the  trustees  to  sell  upon  default 
made  in  payment,  and  that  upon  such  sale  the  purchase 
money  sbaJl  amount  in  cash  to  the  amount  of  the  indebted- 
ness secured,  with  the  expenses  of  sale,  that  plaintiff  required 
sale  to  be  made  under  the  powers,  terms,  and  conditions  of 
eaid  deed  of  trust,  and  at  a  sale  so  made,  became  the  pur- 
chaser of  said  real  estate,  and  received  a  deed  therefor,  and 
entered  into  possession  thereof. 

2.  That  said  note  was  secured  to  be  paid  by  a  deed  of 
trust  of  valuable  real  estate,  with  power  to  the  trustee  to 
eell  upon  default,  and  plaintiff  caused  said  property  to  be 
advertised  and  sold,  and  purchased  at  said  sale,  and  said 
property  exceeded  in  value  the  amount  of  said  note,  with 
interest,  costs  of  sale  and  taxes;  wherefore  he  says  that  said 
note  is  paid  and  satisfied. 

3.  Estoppel  by  deed,  because  said  note  was  secured  to  be 
paid  by  deed  of  trust  of  even  date  to  Richard  Wallach  and 
Andrew  B.  Duvall,  as  trustees,  (profert )  whereby,  valuable 
real  estate  described,  was  conveyed  with  power  in  said  trus- 
tees to  sell  upon  default  made  in  the  payment  of  said  note, 
upon  the  terms  prescribed  by  the  deed  of  trust,  to  wit :  The 
amount  of  indebtedness  secured  by  said  deed  of  trust  unpaid 
and  the  expense  of  sale,  in  cash,  and  the  balance  at  twelve 
and  eighteen  months,  &c.:  and  thereafter  said  trustees,  by 
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leir  deed  bearing  date  Febrnary  19,  1879,  (piofert)  oon- 
rejed  said  real  estate  to  plaintiff,  and  in  sud  deed  it  is  re- 
cited that  this  defendant  and  his  wife  made  and  executed 
the  said  deed  of  trust,  and  that  the  trostees  in  execution  of 
the  trusts  therein  declared,  and  by  direction  of  the  party 
secured  thereby  (meaning  the  plaintiff)  made  sale  of  eaid, 
real  estate,  at  which  sale  the  plaintiff  became  the  purchaser^ 
and  that  the  plaintiff  had  fully  complied  with  the  terms  o: 
said  sale. 

Upon  all  of  these  pleas  issue  was  joined.    At  the  trial 
the  note  having  been  first  offered  and  admitted  in  evidences^ 
plaintiff  testified  that  the  same  was  given  to  him  by  the  d 
fendant  for  money  lent  by  plaintiff  to  defendant.    The  d 
of  trust  by  which  the  note  was  secured  was  then  offered 
admitted  in  evidence.    It  was  in  substance  as  follows  : 

Date,  April  26, 1875.    Alexander  B.  Shepherd  and  wife 
Bichard  Wallach  and  Andrew  B.  Duvall,  trustees, 
that  Shepherd  is  indebted  to  John  F.  May,  |10,000,  and 
given  his  promissory  note  of  even  date  at  two  years,  int 
est  at  ten  per  cent,  payable  quarterly,  until  paid,  and  to 
cure  its  payment,  conveys  lot  17  of  Babcock's  subdi 
of  part  of  squaare  108,  "Washington,  D.  C,  upon   ce 
trusts,  among  which  that,  upon  default  made,  to  sell  at  p 
lie  auction,  upon  20  days  advertisement  of  terms,  &c.,  '^  wl^ 
said  terms  of  sale  shall  be  as  follows,  viz.,  the  amount  of 
debtedness  secured  by  said  deed  of  trust,  unpaid,  with 
expense  of  sale,  in  cash,  and  the  balance  at  twelve 
eighteen  months  for  which  the  notes  of  the  purchaser, 
ing  interest  from  the  day  of  sale^  and  secured  by  deed    of 
trust  on  the  property  sold,  shall  be  taken." 

The  plaintiff  further  testified,  that  before  the  maturity  of 
the  note  the  defendant  sold  to  Gilbert  C.  Walker  ekXii 
paid  the  interest  that  accrued  upon  the  note  up  to  the  t^lvsie 
of  the  sale,  and  thereafter  said  Walker  paid  the  interest;  'op* 
on  said  note  to  him  up  to  its  maturity  ;  that  upon  the 
turity  of  the  note,  Walker  came  to  him — told  him  th^^t^ 
(Walker)  had  to  pay  the  note,  and  asked  that  the  not; 
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extended  for  him  for  one  year,  and  thereupon  he  extended 
t;he  note  for  one  year  at  the  same  rate  of  interest ;  that 
talker  paid  the  interest  upon  the  note  for  the  time  of  the 
extension y  and  at  its  maturity  again  requested  a  further  ex- 
tension for  one  year,  but  he  refused  to  extend  it  for  a  year, 
bat  did  extend  it  for  nine  months,  at  the  same  rate  of  inter- 
est ;  that  no  interest  was  paid  for  the  last  extension,  and 
after  the  expiration  of  nine  months,  default  being  made  in 
the  payment  of  the  note  and  interest,  he  caused  the  trustees 
under  the  deed  of  trust  to  sell  the  said  real  estate  at  public 
auction  as  required  by  the  deed  of  trust,  and  at  a  sale  so 
made  he  purchased  the  property  for  the  sum  of  $8,500,  and 
after  deducting  the  expenses  of  sale  and  taxes  the  balance 
of  $8,132.10  was  credited  upon  the  note,  and  the  balance, 
$2,684.66,  with  interest  from  the  day  of  sale,  was  due  and 
unpaid  ;  that  the  property  was  duly  conveyed  to  him  by 
Wallach  and  Duvall,  trustees,  and  he  was  in  possession. 

This  was  all  of  the  evidence  given  in  behalf  of  the  plaintiff', 
who  then  rested. 

Thereupon  the  defendant  prayed  the  court  to  instruct  the 
jury  to  return  a  verdict  for  the  defendant,  which  the  court 
refused.  Whereupon  defendant,  after  excepting  to  the  re- 
fusal of  the  court  so  to  instruct  the  jury,  offered  in  evidence 
the  deed  from  Duvall  and  Wallach,  trustees  to  the  plaintiff', 
in  substance  as  follows  : 

Deed  dated  February  19,  1879.  Wallach  and  Duvall, 
trustees,  to  John  F.  May.  Recites  that  Shepherd  and  wife 
had  made  and  executed  a  deed  of  trust,  dated  April  26, 1875, 
conveying  the  property  described,  to  secure  the  payment  of 
a  certain  promissory  note,  and  upon  default  in  payment  to 
sell  at  auction  ;  and  of  the  proceeds  to  pay  said  note,  inter- 
est and  costs  of  sale,  and  to  convey  the  said  real  estate  to 
the  purchaser  thereof,  all  of  which  will  fully  appear  upon 
reference  to  said  deed  of  trust ;  that  default  having  been 
made,  the  trustees,  in  execution  of  the  trusts  declared  in 
said  deed  of  trust,  proceeded  to  make  sale,  and  sold  to  John 
P.  May,  who  being  the  highest  and  best  bidder  therefor,  at 

and  for   the  sum  or  consideration  hereinafter  mentioned 
80 
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((8,600),  became  the  purchaser  thereof,  and  whereas  the  said 
John  F.  May  hath  fully  complied  with  the  terms  of  said  sale, 
&c.,  conveys  him  lot  17,  Babcock's  subdivision  of  part  of 
square  108,  "Washington,  D.  C. 

The  defendant  then  prayed  the  court  to  instruct  the  jury 
that  the  plaintiff  was  estopped  by  his  acts  in  the  premises 
from  saying  or  claiming  that  the  said  promissory  note  was 
not  paid,  which  prayer  the  court  refused  to  grant. 

The  defendant  thereupon  prayed  the  court  to  instruct  the 
jury  that  the  plaintiff  was  estopped  by  the  said  conveyances 
from  saying  or  claiming  that  the  note  was  not  paid  ;  which 
the  court  also  refused  to  grant.  Defendant  then  offered  to 
prove  that  the  property  sold  under  the  deed  of  trust  and 
purchased  by  the  plaintiff  was,  at  the  time  of  sale,  and  now 
is,  at  a  fair  and  reasonable  estimate,  worth  $15,000 ;  bat 
the  court  ruled  the  proof  inadmissible.  An  offer  was  then 
made  to  prove  by  the  auctioneer  who  made  the  sale,  that 
the  plaintiff  was  the  only  bidder  at  the  sale ;  this  also  the 
court  overruled. 

The  defendant  then  further  offered  in  evidence,  and  the 
same  was  admitted,  the  deed  of  defendant  to  Gilbert  G. 
Walker,  in  substance  as  follows  : 

Deed  dated  August  1, 1876.  Alexander  R.  Shepherd  and 
wife  to  Gilbert  C.  Walker.  In  consideration  of  $30,000, 
conveys  lot  17,  in  Babcock's  subdivision  of  part  of  square 
103,  subject,  however  to  a  certain  deed  of  trust  dated  April 
26, 1875,  and  recorded  in  liber  781,  folio  481,  said  deed  of 
trust  being  for  $10,000,  covenant  against  all  claims  under 
him  "  except  the  aforesaid  deed  of  trust." 

No  other  evidence  being  offered,  the  court  instructed  the 
jury  that  the  evidence  in  behalf  of  the  defendant,  though 
beUeved  by  the  jury,  was  not  legally  competent  to  defeat 
the  plaintift*'s  right  to  recover,  to  which  instruction,  and  to 
the  refusal  of  the  court  to  admit  the  evidence  as  above 
offered,  the  defendant  excepted. 

Verdict  for  plaintiff"  for  $3,163.28  and  costs. 
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AifDREW  B.  DuvALL  for  plaintiff : 

Before  the  maturity  of  the  note  the  defendant  sold  and 
uveyed  said  real  estate,  "  subject  to  said  deed  of  trust," 
G.  C.  Walker,  who  did  not  assume  the  payment  of  the 
"^te  in  the  deed  or  covenants,  nor  was  its  amount  deducted 
the  purchase  money  so  far  as  the  record  shows. 
Whatever  may  have  been  the  relations  established  between 
hepberd  and  Walker  by  this  sale  and  purchase  of  the  equity 
f  redemption  in  said  real  estate,  we  maintain  defendant's  re- 
tion  to  plaintiff  upon  the  note  remained  unchanged  ;   there 
no  novation  \  defendant  was  and  continued  to  be  the  maker 
if  the  note ;  his  liability  as  such  was  ever  fixed  and  determined ; 
e  did  not  become  Walker's  surety  on  the  note,  for  Walker 
never  a  party  thereto.    In  equity,  as  between  defendant 
nd  Walker,  if  the  latter  had  assumed  in  the  deed  or  cov- 
nanted  to  pay  the  mortgage,  especially  if  the  amount  was 
^dedacted  from  the  price,  it  may  be  that  defendant  became 
is  surety,  but  not  as  between  plaintiff  and  defendant.    1 
ill  on  Mortg.,  327,  and  cases.    Waters  vs.  Hubbard,  44 
<3onn.^  840,  348. 

Even  if  Walker,  in  the  deed  to  him,  had  assumed  pay- 
jKnent  of  the  deed  of  trust,  the  holder  of  the  note  might 
^reat  both  him  and  the  defendant  as  principals.    Corbett  vs. 
Waterman,  11  Iowa,  86. 

Defendant  could  have  discharged  bis  obligation  at  any 
"time  after  maturity  of  the  note  by  payment  \  the  so-called 
extension  of  the  note  was  nuium  pactum.    Defendant  could 
-not  have  been  damnified.    There  is  no  pretense  that  Walker 
"was  insolvent ;  and  if  he  had  assumed  payment  of  the  note, 
jtnd  was,  as  between  them,  primarily  liable,  defendant  could 
liave  enforced  that  contract  without  actual  payment  by  him- 
self.   Bawson  vs.  Copeland,  2  Sandf.,  284. 

A  contract  to  pay  usurious  interest  constitutes  no  consid- 
eration. 74  Pa.  St.  86  ;  10  Ind.,  227 :  46  K  H.  104,  81 
Md.,  126. 

It  was  not  competent  in  tb is  case  for  defendant  to  liti- 
gate any  question  as  to  the  manner  or  sufficiency  of  the 
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sale  made  ander  the  deed  of  trost  by  the  trnstees;  any 
such  alleged  breaches  of  trust  were  only  cognizable  upon  a 
direct  issue  with  them  in  a  court  of  chancery.  The  court 
below,  therefore,  properly  refused  to  entertain  testimony 
relative  to  the  value  of  the  security,  the  adequacy  of  the 
price  obtained,  or  the  number  of  bidders  at  the  sale  made  by 
the  trustees.  Hill,  on  Trustees,  518-521 ;  Shields  vs.  Bar- 
row, 17  How.,  130-139. 

The  note  and  the  deed  of  trust  are  for  many  purposes 
distinct.     Difterent  remedies  are  administered  in  different 
tribunals  for  each;    different   parties  are  convened.     The 
note  may  be  barred,  and  yet  the  trust  enforced ;  the   trust 
may  be  void,  and  yet  the  note  valid ;  the  note  may  be  in 
judgment,  and  that  barred  by  limitations,  and  still  it  would. 
note  extinguish  the  collateral  remedy  under  the  deed  of 
trust,  though  it  had  relation  to  and  was  intended  to  secure 
payment  of  the  same  note.    Bank  of  Metropolis  vs.  Guttsch- 
lick,  14  Pet.,  19-32. 

The  deed  of  trust  executed  by  Shepherd  was  the  custoni-    — 
ary  collateral  security  for  the  repayment  of  money  loaned.  _  j 

It  was  intended  as  such,  and  as  such  it  is  pleaded  by  defend j 

ant.    There  is  no  foundation  for  the  claim  now  made  b; 
him,  that  he  was  to  be  absolutely  absolved  from  any  for* 
ther  accountability  on  the  note  in  the  event  of  a  sale  und< 
the  deed  of  trust.    The  terms  of  sale  prescribed  in  the  d< 
(upon  which  defendant  claims  the  estoppel)  are  the 
incidents  of  the  power  lodged  in  the  trustees  ;  the  power 
sell  for  cash  was  inserted  solely  to  prevent  any  delay  in  rea 
izing  the  money  upon  default  in  payment  of  the  mone; 
Markey  vs,  Langley,  93  IT.  S.,  142. 

The  operation  of  deeds  is  a  question  of  intention ; 
doctrine  of  estoppel  is  never  carried  further  than  the  part- 
appear  from  the  tenor  of  the  whole  instrument  to 
agreed.    The  presumption  is  against  rather  than  in  favor 
estoppel,  and  the  party  relying  upon  it  must  show  thai 
results  from  the  particular  clause,  and  is  consistent  with 
tenor  and  object  of  the  deed. 

There  was  no  error,  and  the  judgment  should  be  affirofl^^^^^ 
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Wm.  F.  Mattinglt  and  A.  C.  Bradley  for  defendant : 

The  several  exceptions  raise  two  principal  points : 

Ist.  Whether  the  defendant  was  not  discharged  from  any 
'  5  ^=^bility  on  the  note  sued  by  reason  of  the  facts,  that  after 
sold  to  Walker  the  property  described  in  the  deed  of 
,  constituting  the  security  for  the  payment  of  the  note, 
bject  to  that  lien,  and  with  the  agreement  on  the  part 
Walker  to  assume  and  pay  the  note,  the  plaintiff  with 
11   knowledge  of  the  sale  and  of  Walker's  assumed  re- 
tions  to  the  note,  collected  interest  upon  it  from  Walker 
to  the  time  of  its  maturity,  and  then,  at  his  request, 
without  the  knowledge  and  consent  of  defendant,  ex- 
^nded  the  note  for  one  year,  at  the  same  rate  of  interest, 
«d   subsequently  extended  it  for  a  further  period  of  nine 
onths. 

2d.  Whether  the  plaintiff,  by  agreeing  to  the  terms  of 

e  deed  of  trust,  that  upon  a  sale  made,  the  cash  payment 

khonld  be  the  amount  of  the  debt  and  expense  of  sale,  by 

the  property  to  be  advertised  and  sold  upon  those 

,  by  purchasing  at  such  sale,  taking  a  deed  of  the  prop- 

rty,  and  reciting  that  he  had  fully  complied  with  the  terms 

sale,  by  entering  into  possession  of  the  property,  and 

^•laiming  to  hold  and  own  the  same  under  the  said  sale  and 

^eed,  is  not  estopped  to  say  that  the  note  is  not  paid. 

The  note  and  deed  of  trust  constitute  one  transaction  and 

^odTUst  be  considered  as  one  instrument.     1  Pars,  on  Con.  (5th 

.),  658  ;  Hunt  vs.  Frost,  4  Cush.  54  ;  60  Mo.,  79  ;  31  Me., 


The  parole  extension  of  the  time  of  payment  by  May  for 
Walker  was  sufficient.  Jones,  Mtg.,  1189-90-91 ;  21  N.  J., 
lEq.,  888  ;  8  Green.  Ch.,  141 ;  2  Wend.,  587. 

The  note  bore  10  per  cent,  interest  till  paid,  and  its  ex- 
tension for  the  same  rate  of  interest,  was  for  a  sufficient  con- 
nderation,  and  binding.    57  Mo.,  101 ;  69   Mo.,  539  ;  14 
Ohio,  848  ;  16  lb.,  298  ;  31  lb.,  687. 

Walker  purchased  from  the  defendant  "  subject  to  "  the 
4eed  of  trust ;  the  defendant  excepted  the  deed  of  trust 
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from  his  covenant  of  warranty,  and  Walker  informed  the 
plaintiff  that  he  had  assumed  the  payment  of  the  note,  and 
paid  to  the  plaintiff  all  the  interest  upon  the  note  that  ac- 
crued after  the  purchase  to  the  end  of  the  extension.  For- 
mal words  need  not  be  used  to  show  that  the  purchaser  of 
mortgaged  premises  assumed  the  payment  of  the  mortgage. 
The  assumption  may  be  established  by  circumstances  and  a 
parole  or  verbal  promise  is  sufficient.  Jones  on  Mortg.,  760, 761> 
762;  88Penn.,450;  22  lb.,  680;  13  Allen,  168;  7  Gush.,  387— x*,7 

In  this  case,  under  his  assumed  relations  to  the  debt,^  *^^^t, 
Walker  became  liable  upon  it  to  suit  at  law  by  May.  Jonea^^^  ea 
on  Mortg.,  758  ;  7  Gush.,  337  ;  2  Denio,  45  ;  24  N.  Y.,178 
38  Iowa,  896  ;  3  Ohio,  549  ;  4  lb.,  333-4. 

Walker  having  assumed  the  payment  of  the  note,  the  de 
fendant  occupied  the  relation  of  surety  to  it  as  between  them 
and  the  plaintiff  being  fully  informed  as  to  that  relatioinr<=^.OE 
was  bound  to  conduct  himself  in  accordance  with  the  rightt^.Mrf^hl 
of  the  surety,  and  by  extending  the  time  of  payment  of 
note  without  the  knowledge  and  consent  of  the  defendant 
the  defendant  was  discharged  from  liability  on  it.  Jones 
Mortg.,  740,  741,  742  ;  56  N.  Y.,  406  ;  67  N.  Y.,  96  ; 
Bligh,  K  P.  R.,  548,  80,  81  ;  36  Mich.  373  ;  78  N.  Y.,  21 

The  plaintiff  holds  under  a  deed  which  recites  that  t 
property  was  sold  in  accordance  with  the  terms  prescribed 
the  deed  of  trust,  and  that  he  became  the  purchaser  of  suc^. 
and  has  fully  complied  with  the  terms  of  sale.    The  deed 
trust  prescribed  that  the  terms  of  sale  shall  be  the  amou 
of  the  note  and  expenses  of  sale  in  cash,  and  the  plaif: 
tiff  is  estopped  to  say  that  the  note  is  not  paid.     17  Jo 
161,  166  ;  44  N.  Y.,  50  ;  12  How.,  256  ;  52  Dees,  464. 

A  party  cannot  occupy  inconsistent  positions,  and  wh^ 
one  has  an  election  between  inconsistent  courses  of  actP 
he  will  be  confined  to  that  which  he  first  adopts.    Any 
cisive  act  of  the  party  done  with  knowledge,  determines 
election  and  works  an  estoppel.    The  plaintiff  cannot 
the  property  and  say  that  the  note  is  not  paid.    Bigelo 
Estop.,  603,  504,  Ac;  18  B.  Mon.,  175  ;  12 Met,  406  j  2i 
Y.,  495. 
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The  4th  and  5th  exceptions  show  that  the  property  was 
^^orth  more  than  sufficient  to  pay  the  debt^  and  that  the 
pluntiff  bought  in  at  such  bid  as  he  saw  iit  to  make,  and  in 
^ew  of  the  terms  of  the  deed  of  trust  the  evidence  was  ad- 
xniflfiible  to  show  payment  of  the  debt  by  the  sale. 

Mr.  Justice  Cox  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court : 

On  April  16, 1876,  Mr.  Shepherd  borrowed  $10,000  from 

J>r.  May,  giving  his  own  note  for  the  full  amount,  three 

^ears  after  date,  and,  at  the  same  time,  executed  a  deed  of 

^troBt  to  certain  trustees,  reciting  this  indebtedness,  and  au- 

i;horizing  among  other  things,  ^^  upon  default  made,  to  sell 

^t  public  auction,  upon  twenty  days'  advertisement  of  terms, 

Ac.,  which  said  terms  of  sale  shall  be  as  follows,  viz.,  the 

amount  of  indebtedness  secured  by  said  deed  of  trust,  un- 

piud,  with  the  expense  of  sale,  in  cash,  and  the  balance  at 

twelve  and  eighteen  months,  for  which  the  notes  of  the  pur- 

chaser,  bearing  interest  from  the  day  of  sale  and  secured  by 

deed  of  trust  on  the  property  sold,  shall  be  taken." 

A  little  more  than  a  year  after  the  execution  of  the  deed, 
on  August  1, 1876,  Shepherd  and  wife  conveyed  the  equity 
of  redemption  to  Albert  C.  Walker,  the  consideration  named 
being  $80,000,  and  the  conveyance  being  '^  subject  to  a  cer- 
tain deed  of  trust,  dated,"  Ac,  and  containing  a  covenant 
against  all  other  claims.    When  this  transaction  took  place, 
Shepherd  paid  the  interest  on  his  note  up  to  the  time  of  his 
conveyance  to  Walker,  and  Walker  paid  the  interest  until 
the  maturity  of  the  note,  and  then  came  to  May  and  told 
him  he  had  to  pay  the  note,  but  asked  for  an  extension  for 
one  year.    This  was  granted,  at  the  same  rate  of  interest. 
Walker  paid  the  interest  for  the  time  of  the  extension,  and, 
at  maturity,  requested  a  further  extension  for  a  year,  and 
got  it  for  nine  months  at  the  same  rate.    There  was  no  pay- 
ment after  the  last  extension,  and  at  the  end  of  the  nine 
xaonths,  May  got  the  trustees  to  sell,  as  required  by  the  deed, 
at  public  auction,  and  bought  the  property  for  $8,500.    After 
deducting  the  expenses  of  the  sale,  the  balance  was  credited 
On  the  note,  and  the  balance  of  $2,684.56,  due  on  the  note^ 
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with  interest  from  the  day  of  sale,  was  sued  for.  Upon  this 
state  of  facts,  the  defendant  prayed  the  court  to  instruct 
the  jury  to  return  a  verdict  for  him,  but  the  court  refused, 
very  properly,  because  that  would  have  been  to  take  the  case 
entirely  from  the  jury,  after  all  the  facts  were  before  them 
affecting  the  plaintift'^s  right  to  recover  and  to  defeat  that 
right.  There  was  no  question  about  the  note  having  been 
given,  or  as  to  the  handwriting,  but  the  instruction  asked 
was  substantially  that  the  facts  proven  were  not  sufficient. 
But  the  defendant  also  contends  that  there  were  facts 
enough,  taken  together,  before  the  jury  tending  to  show 
that,  although  the  deed  from  Shepherd  to  Walker  had  no 
provision  that  Walker  would  assume  the  payment  of  the 
note  secured  on  the  property,  yet,  in  point  of  fact,  such  was 
the  understanding,  and  this  was  supposed  to  be  made  out  by 
circumstances.  Shepherd  paid  the  interest  quarterly  up  to  the 
time  he  sold  to  Walker,  and  Walker  told  May  he  would 
have  to  pay  the  note,  and  procured  an  indulgence.  It  is 
contended  that  this  gave  May  a  right  of  action  against 
Walker  upon  his  verbal  promise  to  pay  the  note,  as  if  Walker, 
for  sufficient  consideration,  had  personally  become  indebted 
to  May,  and  perhaps  the  weight  of  authority  is  in  that  di- 
rection. It  is  further  contended  by  the  plaintiff  that,  if 
this  was  so,  the  effect  was  to  make  Walker  the  principal 
debtor  from  that  time,  and  Shepherd  a  mere  surety  for  the 
payment  of  the  debt,  although  the  arrangement  was  made 
by  parol.  And  it  is  further  contended  that  May  would  not 
afterwards  be  allowed  to  make  any  arrangement  with  Walker* 
his  principal  debtor,  which  would  operate  to  the  prejudice  of 
Shepherd,  thus  become  a  mere  surety.  It  is  yet  further  con- 
tended that  the  extension  of  time  granted  to  Walker  was  a 
benefit  both  to  debtor  and  creditor,  and  though  for  the  same 
rate  of  interest  was  for  a  sufficient  consideration,  but  on  this 
point  there  is  a  conflict  of  opinion.  But,  conceding  all  the 
other  points  contended  for  by  the  defense,  was  this  agree- 
ment a  valid  one  between  Walker  and  May  for  forbearance? 
The  agreement  was  verbal  that  Walker  should  pay  interest 
at  the  rate  of  ten  per  cent,  on  $1,000  first  for  one  year  and 
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then  for  nine  months  in  consideration  of  May's  giving  time 
daring  those  respective  periods.  The  Maryland  statute  is 
sabstantially  that  of  Ann,  by  which  an  agreement  to  pay 
more  than  £6  for  a  forbearance  of  <£100,  or  at  that  rate,  for 
more  than  one  year,  was  absolutely  void.  If  that  was  the 
ftrrangementy  neither  principal  or  interest  was  recoverable. 
Qnder  the  Maryland  statute,  in  case  of  an  extension  of  a 
contract  for  legal  interest  for  a  longer  time  at  a  higher  rate 
than  legal  interest,  the  new  agreement  is  void,  although  the 
original  contract  is  still  valid ;  and  this  whether  the  new 
Gigreement  be  written  or  verbal.  The  law  in  the  Revised 
Statutes  is  thus  laid  down  for  this  District : 

**  Sbc.  713.  The  rate  of  interest  upon  judgments  or  decrees, 
and  upon  the  loan  or  forbearance  of  any  money,  goods  or 
things  in  action  shall  continue  to  be  six  dollars  upon  one 
hundred  doUara  for  one  year,  and  after  that  rate  for  a  greater 
or  less  sum  or  for  a  longer  or  shorter  time,  except  as  provided 
in  this  chapter. 

"  Sec.  714.  In  all  contracts  made,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the 
parties  to  stipulate  or  agree  in  writing  that  the  rate  of  ten 
per  centum  per  annum  or  any  less  sum  of  interest  shall  be 
taken  and  paid  upon  every  one  hundred  dollars  of  money 
loaned  or  in  any  manner  due  and  owing  from  any  person  or 
corporation  in  the  District. 

**  Sbc.  715.  If  any  person  or  corporation  shall  contract  to 
receive  a  greater  rate  of  interest  than  ten  per  cent,  upon  any 
contract  in  writing  or  six  per  cent,  upon  any  verbal  contract, 
Buch  person  or  corporation  shall  forfeit  the  whole  of  the  in- 
terest so  contracted  to  be  received,  and  shall  be  entitled  only 
to  recover  the  principal  sum  due  to  such  person  or  corpora- 
tion." 

It  seems  plain  that  the  verbal  agreement  to  receive  a 
greater  rate  of  interest  than  six  per  cent,  for  forbearance 
after  this  note  was  due,  was  simply  void  under  the  statute. 
Cases  were  cited  from  Ohio  and  Missouri  bearing  on  this 
question.  In  Missouri  it  is  settled  that  an  actual  payment 
of  usurious  interest  in  advance  for  forbearance  will  sustain 
the  promise^  but  they  distinguish  plainly  between  tictual 
80i 


442  Mat  v.  Shepherd. 

payment  and  an  executory  agreement  to  pay,  the  latter  belong 
no  consideration  for  the  promise  to  forbear.    The  cases       in 
Ohio  seem  to  hold  the  promise  to  pay  usnrioas .  interest^^  ft 
good  consideration  for  forbearance  on  the  ground  that  und^er 
a  State  statute  such  a  promise  is  valid  for  the  legal  inter^^sst 
and  void  only  for  the  excess.    All  the  cases  recognize  t       he 
doctrine  that  a  void  promise  to  pay  illegal  interest  is  nota^::  a 
valuable  consideration  for  a  promise  to  forbear.    It  is  a  m^^sre 
nudum  pactum.    The  law  is  perfectly  well  settled  that  a  va^Bid 
agreement  between  a  creditor  and  the  principal  debtor  g^Bv- 
ing  time  after  the  maturity  of  a  note  discharges  the  sure^^tiy. 
But  that  agreement  must  be  a  binding  one ;  otherwise,  ifc^^  is 
merely  a  voluntary  indulgence,  and  no  .valid  defense  for  WrJie 
surety.    Hence,  as  has  been  said,  assuming  the  positions    of 
the  defense  to  be  correct,  this  extension  granted  by  May^     to 
Walker  is  no  valid  defense  for  Shepherd.     It  is  true  tKnat 
the  note  bore  10  per  cent,  interest  until  paid.    But  after  «::^be 
maturity  the  creditor  could  exact  and  the  debtor  could  E^*y 
at  any  moment.     Here  was  a  neio  agreement  having  the  siu'^ne 
effect  as  if  the  money  had  been  paid  and  then  reloaned  '^^ 
a  definite  time.    The  defendant  further  relied  on  the  ter-'^M 
of  the  deed,  claiming  that  under  the  provisions  for  the 
of  the  property,  the  trustees  had  no  power  to  sell  for 
than  the  full  amount  of  the  debt  and  taxes  and  expens-^s^^i 
and  that,  inasmuch  as  the  sale  had  realized  for  less,  and  Ik^flJ 
had  gone  into  possession,  he  was  estopped  from  averring  n^^n- 
payment  of  the  debt,  or  any  balance  of  it,  and  was  charge 
able  with  the  entire  amount  of  it.    But  this  seems  no^  & 
fair  construction  of  the  deed.    It  is  very  improbable  tliat 
any  creditor  would  enter  into  a  contract  to  lend  money  with 
the  understanding  that,  if  the  security  depreciated,  he  vfoudd 
lose  all  of  his  debt,  or  have  to  accept  the  security  in  full  satifl- 
faction  of  it.    Such  an  understanding,  therefore,  must  be  very 
plainly  expressed  in  the  deed.    The  provision  relied  upon  does 
not  apply  to  the  power  to  sell,  but  to  the  distribution  of  the 
proceeds,  between  cash  and  credit  payments,  to  the  extent 
of  the  debt.    It  assumes  that  the  property  will  sell  for  more 
than  the  debt^  and  it  is  plain  that  that  was  the  opinion  cf 
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both  parties  at  the  time.    If  the  construction  contended  for 
were  correct,  then  in  case  of  the  depreciation  of  the  property, 
the  creditor  would  have  to  take  it  in  full  satisfaction  of  the 
trast,  or  surrender  his  debt  altogether.    The  true  construc- 
tion of  the  provision  in  question  is  that  the  trustees  should 
i^uire  a  cash  payment  of  enough  to  satisfy  the  debt,  if  the 
porchase  money  were  sufficient  for  that  purpose,  and  the 
balance  in  two  instalments.    Undoubtedly  the  trustees  so 
i^eg^rded  it,  and  May's  contract  was  according  to  that  under- 
standing.   If  they  were  wrong,  the  sale  might  be  set  aside. 
^at  no  different  contract  could  be  made  for  May  by  the  ooort 
wiB  -w^oold  be  done  by  charging  him  with  the  full  amount  of  his 
debt  as  if  he  had  bought  on  those  terms.    It  would  only 
:follow  that  the  sale  might  bo  set  aside.    It  is  said  that  May 
18  in  possession,  but  he  only  took  possession  on  certain  agreed 
and,  if  there  was  no  right,  there  is  no  lawful  posses- 
We  could  not  require  him  to  hold  on  different  terms; 
must  be  put  to  his  election  to  surrender  or  take  the  prop- 
xty  at  the  full  amount  of  his  debt,  with  the  taxes,  &c, 
•3^1^^^®^'^^®?  *^®  facts  which  were  proven  in  defense  did  not 
furnish  a  defense  to  the  action,  and  a  prima  facie  case  being 
-^i^ade  out  by  the  plaintiff',  the  judgment  below  must  be 
^^ffirmed. 

5  I>e«ided  AprU  a.  188S. 

I  Tbb  Ohdef  Jubtiob  and  Justices  Cox  and  Jambs  slttln^r* 
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Leonard  Mackall,  Trustee  for  Brooke  Mackall, 

vs. 

Alfred  Richards. 

At  Law.    No.  19,636. 

5  Decided  April  3. 1882. 

I  The  Chief  Justice  and  Jastices  Wtlie  and  James  sitting. 

1.  The  oommon  law  rule  requiring  the  use  of  the  word  "heirs" 
*  deeds  of  conveyance,  in  order  to  pass  a  fee,  does  not  apply  to  d( 

of  trust ;  the  latter  are  to  be  construed  according  to  the  intention, 
trustee  taking  only  such  estate  as  is  necessary  for  the  execution  of 
trust. 

2.  Where  the  trust  is  created  solely  for  the  benefit  of  the  cestui  qiie  U w/, 

he  having  the  absolute  control  of  the  property,  the  power  of  disf^^  osj- 
tion  and  the  right  of  possession,  the  trustee  cannot  maintain  the  ej  '^ecN 
ment  against  him. 

3.  Where  the  trustee  has  no  right  of  possession,  save  in  behalf  of  'tbe 
cestui  giie  trusty  Vin^  the  latter  conveys  his  entire  interest  toanot-lier 
pending  an  ejectment  suit,  brought  in  the  name  of  the  trustee  in 
behalf  of  the  cestui  que  trusty  and  includes  in  the  conveyance  hlg  in  C?er- 
est  in  the  mesne  profits  claimed  of  the  defendant  in  the  pendllng 
suit,  the  trustee  has  no  longer  a  right  of  action. 

4.  The  habendum  clause  of  a  trust  deed  was  as  follows :  "  To  have  WLnd 
to  hold  the  said  lots,  <&;c.,  unto  the  said  party  of  the  second  i>art  C^be 
trustees)  his  heirs  and  assigns  forever,  for  his  and  their  sole  use,  benefit 
and  behoof  forever,  in  trust,  nevertheless,  for  the  use  and  purpose  Al- 
lowing, and  none  others,  that  is  to  say:  to  hold  the  same  for  the  use 
and  benefit  of  the  aforesaid  {cestui  que  trust)  and  subject  to  his  absolute 
control  and  disposal,  and  to  sell  and  dispose  of  the  same  as  the  said 
{cestui  que  trust)  may  in  writing  direct  and  require. 

Eeld  that  the  cestui  que  trust  had  the  entire  control  and  power  of  disposition 
over  the  property,  including  the  right  of  possession,  and  having  con- 
veyed his  entire  interest  pending  an  ejectment  suit  brought  in  his 
behalf  in  the  name  of  the  trustee,  the  defendant  in  the  snit  could  set 
up  the  conveyance  as  a  good  defense  against  plaintiff,  the  trustee. 

Statement  of  the  Case. 

Motion  for  new  trial  on  exceptions. 

This  was  an  action  of  ejectment.  The  plaintiff  claimed 
the  fee-simple  of  the  property  in  question,  and  alleged  that 
he  was  lawfully  possessed  in  November,  1870,  when  the  de* 
fendan  t  entered  and  dispossessed  him.  There  was  also  a  coont 
for  mesne  profits.  Plea,  not  guilty,  to  which  issue  was 
joined.  It  was  stipulated  in  the  case  that  in  1851  the  \ep^ 
title  to  the  lot  in  dispute  was  in  W.  W.  Corcoran  and  W. 

5.  Nichols,  one  undivided  moiety  then  being  in  each.    Od 
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*3^^  new  trial  the  plaintiff  read  in  evidence  a  conveyance  of 
^  un  divided  moiety  of  Corcoran  to  Brooke  Mackall,  and 
«n  a  conveyance  of  Brooke  Mackall  and  Joseph  B.  Hill, 
^^*Xi8tee,  (as  to  the  Nicholls  moiety)  to  the  plaintiff.    The 
l)endum  clause  of  the  deed  to  plaintiff  was  as  follows : 
^^  To  have  and  to  hold  the  said  lot,  piece  or  parcel  of  land 
d  premises,  with  the  appurtenances,  unto  the  said  party 
the  second  part,  his  heirs  and  assigns  forever,  for  his  and 
air  sole  use,  henefit  and  behoof  forever." 
"  In  trust,  nevertheless,  for  the  uses  and  purposes  follow- 
,  and  none  others,  that  is  to  say,  to  hold  the  same  for  the 
and  benefit  of  the  aforesaid  Brooke  Mackall,  senior,  and 
Habject  to  his  absolute  control  and  disposal,  and  to  sell  and 
ispose  of  the  same  as  the  said  Brooke   Mackall,  senior, 
in  writing  direct  and  require." 
Evidence  was  then  given  of  the  defendant  taking  pos- 
of  the  property,  of  his  occupation  of  it  for  a  long 
me,  and  of  his  receipt  of  the  rents,  and  the  plaintiff  then 
It  was  admitted  that  Brooke  Mackall,  senior,  had 
since  the  commencement  of  the  action. 
The  defendant  then  read  in  evidence  a  deed  executed  by 
Mackall,  senior,  a  short  time  before  his  death,  and 
-«^hile  this  suit  was  pending,  to  his  son,  Brooke  Mackall, 
j-onior,  "  of  all  my  right,  title,  and  interest  in  and  to  all  of 
-t^loat  certain  lot  of  land  and  premises  (describing  the  prop- 
^jrty  in  dispute,  including  my  interest  in  a  claim  for  mesne 
j>rofit8  against  Alfred  Richards,  for  which  a  suit  is  now 
f>eflding  J    •     •     •     together  with  all  the  buildings,  im- 
provements, rights,  privileges,  appurtenances  and  better- 
ments to  the  same  belonging,  or  in  any  manner  appertaining, 
*Dcl  all  the  remainders,  reversions,  rents,  issues,  and  profits 
thereof,  now  due,  or  to  become  due  ;  and  all  the  estate, 
psht,  title,  interest,  and  claims  whatsoever,  either  in  law  or 
^^ "  equity,  of  the  said  party  of  the  first  part,  of,  in ,  to,  or 
^yt    of  the  said  land  and   premises  as  hereinbefore  men- 
t^ioi^ed  and  described.    To  have  and  hold  the  said  lot  of  land 
*^<i  premises,  with  the  appurtenances,  unto  the  said  party 
^*    the  second  part,  his  heirs  and  assigns  forever,  for  him 
their  &k>le  use,  benefit  and  behoof  forever. 
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^^  The  aaid  party  of  the  first  part  also  hereby  reqaests  and 
directs  Leonard  Mackall,  trustee,  to  convey  the  legal  title 
to  the  aforesaid  lot  and  premises  to  the  said  Brooke  Maekall, 
junior,  of  the  second  part,  on  his  demand.'* 

Thereupon,  the  evidence  being  closed,  the  defendant  asked 
the  court  to  instruct  the  jury  to  render  a  verdict  for  the 
defendant,  which  being  granted  ,  a  verdict  was  so  rendered. 

W.  WiLLouGHBY  for  plaiutift' : 

It  was  contended  by  counsel  for  defendant  in  the  court 
below  that  the  conveyance  from  Brooke  Mackall  to  the 
plaintiff  did  not  execute  the  legal  title  in  the  plaintiff,  bat 
that  by  the  statute  of  uses  it  vested  in  the  cestui  que  trust. 

It  will  be  observed  that  by  the  habendum  clause,  the  deed 
to  the  plaintiff  conveys  the  property  to  him,  "  his  heirs  and 
assigns  forever,  for  his  and  their  sole  use  and  benefit,  and 
behoof  forever."  The  first  use  is  therefore  in  the  trostee* 
and  the  legal  title  is  in  him,  without  regard  to  the  natare  of 
the  trust. 

"  Where  the  conveyance  or  devise  is  to,  and  to  the  use  ^/'^"V^^^/ 
the  trustees,  they  will  take  the  legal  estate,  without  the  *i<Jt>^^^ 
of  any  reasoning  derived  from  the  nature  of  the  trust.'*  ^^  ^  #, 
Hill  on  Trustee,  235,  where  the  subject  is  fully  discussed  .M:^^. 
see  also  Hopkins  vs.  Hopkins,  1  Atkins^  591;  Cooley's  Blaek^^O. 
stone,  Book  2,  p.  836. 

'^  The  claimant  must  be  clothed  with  a  legal  title  to 
lands,  and  a  trustee,  having  the  legal  estate,  is  entitled 
bring  ejectment  even  against  his  cestui  que  trust.    Wh 
ever,  therefore,  in  a  conveyance  to  uses,  the  statute  of 
does  not  execute  the  use  in  the  cestui  que  tnist,  the  fcsfi 
etc.,  to  uses  has  the  legal  estate,  and  may  bring  ejectmen 
thus,  where  an  estate  is  limited  upon  an  use,  the  latter 
is  not  executed,  but  the  legal  estate  is  vested  in  him  to  wb 
the  first  use  is  limited."    Roscoe  on  Real  Actions,  490. 

'^  A  use  limited  upon  a  use  is  not  limited  or  effected 
the  statute  of  uses.    The  statute  executes  only  the  first 
In  the  case  of  a  deed  of  bargain  and  sale,  the  whole  forc^k- 
the  statute  is  exhausted  in  transferring  the  legal  title  in 
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imple  to  the  bargainee.    Bat  the  second  use  may  be  valid 
a  trust,  and  enforced  in  equity  according  *to  the  rights  of 
^lie  parties.    Croxall  r^.  Shererd,  5  Wall.,  282. 

^'  In  all  cases  in  which  the  trusts  are  not  executed  by  the 
istatute  of  uses,  the  legal  estate  vests  in  the  trustees,  and 
-of  course,  in  such  cases,  they   may   maintain  ejectment." 
.lAdams'  Eject.,  82. 

Cestui  que  trust  is  tenant  at  will  to  the  trustee,  and  the 
poflsession  of  the  cestui  que  trust  is  the  very  possessiofi  in  con- 
sideration of  law  of  the  trustees.  Adams'  Eject.,  51,  note, 
cind  see  page  82  and  cases  cited. 

In  ejectment  the  court  can  neither  see  nor  know  anything 
About  trusts  or  equities.  It  is  well  settled  that  both  parties 
Knost  produce  a  strictly  legal  title.     24  How.,  275,  889. 

It  ia,  however,  an  apparent  relaxation  of  this  rule,  that 
't^he  defendant  shall  not  set  up  to  defeat  the  action,  an  out- 
standing naked  title  in  a  trustee,  where  the  trust  is  entirely 
isatisfied,  but  this  would  not  prevent  the  trustee  from  also 
snaintainiug  the  action  in  such  case.  Hopkins  vs.  Stephens, 
SBandolph,  422,  cited  in  Adams'  Eject:,  32, 11  Ohio,  834. 

The  decision  of  the  court  below  was  based  upon  the  effect 
<^{  the  conveyances  of  the  cestui  que  trust  to  another  party, 
Kiearly  two  years  after  suit  brought,  and  long  after  issue 
joined.  To  this  we  say,  a  denial  of  the  allegations  of  the 
^declaration  puts  in  issue  the  title  of  the  plaintiff,  at  the  date 
^^Ueged^  or  at  least  his  title  at  the  commencement  of  the  action. 
-A.ny  title  acquired  subsequent  to  the  issue  thus  joined,  must 
^^^  set  up  by  a  supplemental  answer,  in  the  nature  of  a  plea 
darrien  continuance.  Hardy  vs.  Johnson,  1  Wall.,  374, 
see  4  Sergt.  &  Rawle,  134. 
^If  this  be  so  in  a  case  where  the  defendant  sets  up  a  title 
liimself,  on  account  of  an  event  occurring  subsequent  to 
^  joinder  of  issue,  how  much  more  should  it  be  so  where 
^^  merely  sets  up  an  outstanding  title  in  another,  with  which 
^^   does  not  at  all  connect  himself. 

*7he  defendant's  theory  is  that  the  cestui  que  trust  has  de- 
^*-*oyed  the  right  of  action.     But  "  it  is  a  maxim  that  no 
iveyance  by  cestui  que  trust  can  work  a  forfeiture  of  the 
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legal  estate  of  the  trustee,  and  it  has  been  held  that  a 
or  other  alienation  by  cestui  que  trust  for  life  does  not  woirk 
a  forfeiture  of  his  life  estate."     Saunders  on  Uses,  Ada.¥Xft8' 
Eject.,  51,  note.    "The  eftect  of  an  assignment  by  the  e^^ttd 
que  trust  is,  not  to  change  the  estate  of  the  trustee,  but  onlj 
to  pass  to  the  assignee  precisely  the  cestuVs  own  interest  in 
the  land."     Hill,  on  Real  Prop.,  328,  citing  2  Ch.  Cases,  T8, 
2  Blackf. 

And  this  is  all  that  the  cestui  que  trust  intended  or  under- 
took  to  do  in  this  case.     He  granted  simply  all  his  rig-fat, 
title  and  interest  in  the  land,  including  his  *'  interest  in  a 
claim  for  mesne  profits  against  Alfred  Richards,  for  which  a 
suit  is  now  pending"  and  requests  and  directs  Leonard  Macfcalt 
the  trustee,  to  convey  the  legal  title  to  the  said  Brooke 
Mackall,  junior,  on  his  demand.    Brooke  Mackall,  Jr.,  cer- 
tainly has  not  the  legal  title  ;  his  father  could  not  and  did 
not  profess  to  give  it  to  him.    He  certainly  now,  before 
making  any  demand,  and  obtaining  a  conveyance  in  compli- 
ance with  it,  could  not  maintain  an  action  of  ejectment. 

"  The  defendant  may  prevent  a  recovery  by  showing  * 
title  in  himself  or  a  clear  subsisting  title  in  a  stranger,  *^^ 
a  clear  subsisting  title  outstanding  in  another,  means  sncb  * 
title  as  the  stranger  could  recover  on  in  ejectment  agaiP^ 
either  of  the  contending  parties."     2  H.  &  J.,  152. 

Could  Brooke  Mackall,  Jr.,  recover  in  ejectment  agaiP^* 
the  trustee,  Leonard  Mackall? 

As  to  the  mesne  profits : 

"  When  a  term  of  this  kind  is  created,  it  does  not  cea»^ 
when  the  trusts  are  satisfied,  unless  there  is  a  proviso  to  th^ 
eftect  in  the  deed  creating  the  term,  and,  therefore,  wh^^ 
the  deed  contains  no  such  proviso,  the  legal  estate,  howev^^ 
ancient  the  term  may  be,  and  notwithstanding  it  may  ha^^ 
been  assigned  to  attend  the  inheritance,  will  remain  oixt- 
standing  in  the  trustees  or  their  representatives  until  it  l>^ 
surrendered  to  the  party  beneficially  interested,  or  merge  i^ 
a  larger  estate."     Adams'  Eject.,  87;  Sug.  Vend.,  8d  ed.; 
268,  293. 
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IKven  if  there  had  been  a  conveyance  by  the  trustee  him- 

',  it  would  not  abate  the  suit. 

^  Conveyance  by  lessor  after  date  or  demise  whether  to  a 

r  or  to  the  defendant  in  ejectment  does  not  aifect  the 

t;ion  nor  abate  the  suit."    2  J.  J.  Marsh.,  281,  citing  Run- 

gton,  414 ;  1  H.  and  M.,  531 ;  2  Bibb.,  535  ;  see  21  G., 

7  Wend.,  877 ;  3  Wheat.,  212 ;  Adams'  Eject.;  320, 

o-te  ;  Tyler  Eject.,  577, 

lEven  the  death  of  the  plaintiflf  would  not  abate  it.     1  H. 

nd  M.,  531;  1  Bacon's  Abr.,  13;  1  H.  &  J.,  280 ;  Tyler 

cct.,  677  ;  8  John,  507  ;  8  Mumf.,  191  ;  2  Mumf.,  453. 

!Even  though  the  term  for  which  the  suit  was  brought  a6- 

^9oZtdely  expires  during  the  suit,  it  does  not  abate  the  action 

^^  If  a  term  expires  pending  an  action,  the  party  shall  not 

:ve  possession,  but  he  may  have  his  damages."    2  Bacon, 

1,  title  Eject.,  /,  Verdict  on  Judgment. 

^*  The  reason  why,  after  there  is  an  end,  of  the  title  of  the 

plcuntifi*  pending  the  ejectment,  he  may  recover  damages 

d  costs^  is  because  the  defendant  unjustly  withheld  the 

at  the  time  the  action  was  brought."    4  Sergt., 

&   Sawle,  134  ;  and  to  the  same  effect  are  1  Nott  &  McCord, 

So.  Ca.,  209  ;  1  Peters,  C.  C,  292  ;  Roscoe  on  Real  Actions, 

490;  18  John,  295  ;  1  Bacon  Abr.,  22  ;  2  Strange,  1056. 

This  is  the  rule  even  when  only  the  action  for  possession 

of  the  land  is  pending.    It  is  necessary  to  have  a  judgment 

for  the  land  in  order  that  the  action  for  damages  and  mesne 

profits  may  be  sustained.   Now,  in  the  case  at  bar,  as  permitted 

^y  rule  of  this  court,  there  was  actually  pending  the  action 

for  mesne  profits,  and  they  had  been  proved.     But  the  whole 

action  was  dismissed,  or  rather  a  verdict  was  directed,  barring 

*  J'ecovery  for  them.     The  action  for  mesne  profits  was  a 

chose  in  action,  unasssignable  at  law,  even  by  the  legal  owner 

*'*i^reof,  much  less  by  the  equitable  owner.     Surely  the  as- 

^S^nient  of  this  equitable  claim  by  the  cestui  que  trust,  de- 

'^'^bing  it  as  his  interest  in  a  pending  suit,  could  not  destroy 

**^^  legal  title  thereto  of  the  trustee,  so  that  he  could  not,  if 

^^eesary,  maintain  the  suit  for  the  use  of  the  equitable 

^^ignee. 
81 
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.  Although  a  legal  estate  may  be  limited  to  a  trustee 
fullest  extent,  as  to  him  and  his  heirs,  yet  it  shall  not 
red  further  than  the  execution  of  the  trust  necessarily 
8."  Perry  on  Trusts,  sec.  312,  and  note  ;  Jarman  on 
156. 

le  United  States  the  distinction  between  deed  and 
I  respect  to  the  trustees'  estate  has  not  been  kept  up, 
5  general  rule  is  that  whether  words  of  inheritance  in 
stee  are  or  are  not  in  the  deed,  the  trustee  will  take 
ite  adequate  to  the  execution  of  the  trust,  and  no 
or  less.  Id.,  sec.  320,  and  note, 
same  doctrine  is  laid  down  in  Hill  on  Trustees,  and 
»us  authorities  are  cited  in  support  of  it,  and  the  cases 
the  estate  of  a  trustee  has  terminated  by  law,  or  in 
here  is  the  presumption  of  a  conveyance  or  surrender, 
Bpted  from  the  general  rule  that  the  possessor  of  the* 
;le  must  sue  in  ejectment.  Ilill  on  Trustees,  274,  and 
ind  to  the  same  eftect  are  Doe  vs,  NichoUs,  1  Barn.  & 
1J36  ;  Nicoll  vs.  Walworth,  4  Denio.  389. 
;t  is  conclusive  on  this  point  that  the  Supreme  Court 
United  States  has  in  more  than  one  case  sustained 
jtrine  announced  by  the  text-writers  to  the  fullest 

"ebster  vs.  Cooper,  14  How.,  499,  the  court  says :  "  A 
;o  trustees  and  their  heirs  to  the  uses  mentioned,  car- 
legal  estate  to  the  cestui  que  use,  unless  the  will  has 
I  on  the  trustees  some  duty,  the  performance  of  which 
I  the  legal  estate  to  be  vested  in  them.     And  in  that 
jy  would  take  an  estate  commensurate  with  the  exi- 
of  their  trust.''    And  the  learned  judge  who  deliv- 
j  opinion  of  the  court  cites  a  number  of  authorities 
)rt  of  this  doctrine.    The  same  doctrine  was  again 
led  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in 
see  of  Poor,  vs.  Considine,  6  Wall.,  471. 
3ellor  Kent  says :  ;*  The  general  rule  is  not  to  continue 
:he  period  required  by  the  purposes  of  the  trust ;  and 
standing  the  devise  to  the  trustees,  and  their  heirSy 
:e  only  a  chattel  interest  where  the  trust  does  not 


452  Mackall  v.  Biohabds. 

require  an  estate  of  higher  qualities.  This  doctrine  r( 
upon  a  solid  foundation  of  reason  and  authority,  irrespect" 
of  the  presence  or  absence  of  the  statute  of  uses." 

And  again  :  and  as  its  latest  expression  on  that  subject^.  in 
a  case  that  went  up  from  this  court,  the  Supreme  Courts-  in 
express  terms  endorsed  the  doctrine  laid  down  in  Poor  -vs. 
Considine^  and  determined  that  a  conveyance  made  h] 
trustee^  &c.,  "  was  void,  because  his  powers  as  such  trua- 
had  ceased."    Young  vs.  Bradley,  101  U.  S.,  788, 

It  will  be  contended  that  under  the  interpretation  ^^>xit 
upon  the  statute  of  uses,  a  use  cannot  be  limited  upon  a  «.ia.ee, 
and  that  in  such  case  the  statute  executes  the  first  use  oniM.  ly, 
and  applying  that  interpretation  to  the  case  at  bar,  the    "«iM.8e 
in  Leonard  Mackall  is  alone  executed,  so  as  to  vest  him  ^i^  i  th 
the  legal  title,  thereby  leaving  the  whole  remaining  estaCi-^a 
trust.     While  it  may  be  questionable  how  far  this  inter^>*re- 
tation  of  the  statute  governs  the  courts  in  this  country  ,  it 
is  enough  to  say  that  the  doctrine  only  applies  to  ttx^^se 
cases  where  the  trust  created  requires  some  estate  in     tie 
trustee  for  its  proper  execution.     All  the  cases  cited  will    be 
found  to  be  cases  of  this  kind.    Naked  dry  trusts,  or  trxifite 
which,  by  their  terms,  or  by  operation  of  law,  require     no 
estate  to  support  them,  or  trusts  where  a  surrender  or  recon- 
veyance will  be  presumed,  or  trusts  which,  by  operation  of 
law,  have  terminated,  do  not  come  within  the  rule  prohibit- 
ing the  limitation  of  a  use  upon  a  use.    In  such  cases  there 
is  no  estate  in  the  trustee  the  trust  is  executed  in  tie 

m 

cestui  que  trust.  In  point  of  fact  the  cestui  que  trust  m 
such  cases  becomes  the  real  party  in  interest,  and  the 
only  party  in  whose  name  the  recovery  of  the  property 
in  question  can  be  had.  Rev.  Stats.  Dist  of  Col.,  Sec 
809.     And  see  note  to  Greenl.  Cruise,  supra. 

No  comment  is  needed  upon  the  deed  from  MackaU, 
senior,  to  Mackall,  junior.  In  effect  it  is  an  execution  of 
the  trust  contained  in  the  deed  to  tl>e  plaintiflF.  The  terms 
used  are  explicit,  and  the  aim  is,  to  convey  not  only  the  lot 
in  question,  but  along  with  it  the  claim  of  the  grantor  for 
mesne  profits  in  this  action.   Whatever  else  may  be  thooght 
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liad  of  this  deed^  there  can  be  no  question  that  its  intent 
to  put  the  title  to  the  property  in  Brooke  Mackall, 
jmzM^  'KIM  -lor,  and  if  effective^  it  leaves  the  plaintiif  in  this  action 
^i^fclner  totally  divested  of  all  title,  or  clothed  with  such  a 
t^SL^^^'M^^  as  a  court  of  law  will  not  regard  as  sufficient  to  main- 
t  -TT  "^  'Mn  an  action  of  ejectment. 

'.  Justice  Jambs  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court : 

le  plaintiff,  Leonard  Mackall,  who  claims  to  hold  as 

Btee   for   Brooke   Mackall,  senior,  sues  the   defendant 

shards  in  ejectment.    The  trustee  averts  his  title  to  the 

»perty  in  question  under  a  deed  to  him  containing  the 

lowing  clause : 

^  To  have  and  to  hold  the  said  lot,  piece  or  parcel  of  lands 
premises,  with  the  appurtenances,  unto  said  party  of  the 
:ond  part,  his  heirs  and  assigns  forever,  for  his  and  their 
3  use,  benefit  and  behoof  forever. 

^Ixx  trust,  nevertheless,  for  the  uses  and  purposes  following 
<3  none  others,  that  is  to  say,  to  hold  the  same  for  the  use 
<3  benefit  of  the  aforesaid  Brooke  Mackall,  senior,  and  sub- 
to  his  absolute  control  and'  disposal,  and  to  sell  and  dis- 
of  the  same  as  the  said  Brooke  Mackall,  senior,  may  in 
ting  direct  and  require." 

good  deal  of  the  argument  of  the  counsel  for  the  plain - 

has  been  devoted  to  showing  that  the  statute  of  uses  did 

execute  the  trust  here  and  that  a  legal  estate  was  taken 

9y  tlie  trustee.    It  was  hardly  necessary  to  have  spent  any 

"•^inxd  upon  that  branch  of  the  case  for  it  is  well  settled  since 

^^^    statute  of  uses  that  where  the  conveyance  is  to  the 

>ee  for  his  own  use,  that  is  the  firat  use  and  the  legal 

:«  is  prevented  by  the  statute  from  going  to  the  cestui 

^**^  T€se,  the  trustee  himself  taking  it.    The  question  here  is 


^^^  gort  of  a  legal  estate  did  the  trustee  take?     It  is  very 


ion  learning  that  where  an  estate  is  "  conveyed  " — ^that 

^*^.«  strict  technical  term — by  will  to  a  trustee,  the  latter's 

e  is  ascertained  by  the  intention.    Does  the  same  rule 

v3r  when  the  conveyance  is  by  deed?     We  have  looked 

the  authorities  very  carefully  and  without  citing  any 
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number  of  cases,  we  find,  as  wa.s  declared  iu  a  Massachu&^^^ts 
case  by  the  learned  real  estate  lawyer  Wilde,  and  afterw^=^n(l8 
in  a  later  case  reiterated  by  him,  and  again  in  the  most  p>osi. 
tive  manner  sustained  by  Chief -Justice  Shaw,  that  while     the 
general   common    law  rule    requires   the   use  of  the  v^^ord 
^' heirs"  in  order  to  pass  an  estate  in  fee  simple,  deecis  in 
trust  are  always  an  exception  to  the  rule,  the  latter  beir^ 
invariably  construed  according  to  the  intention.    The  ex- 
ception  arose  in  the  desire  to  reach  the  same  end  that  .was 
attained  by  means  of  conveyances  to  uses  before  the  statute, 
when  the  courts  of  that  day  held  that  the  common  law  rule 
in  regard  to  words  of  inheritance  being  necessary  did  not 
apply  to  such  conveyances.     Hence,  since  the  statute  it  has 
been  declared  that  neither  does  the  rule  apply  to  trusts  and 
that  they  are  to  be  given  the  same  construction.    AccorJ- 
ingly,  it  is  held  in  courts  of  equity,  that  if  the  intention   is 
to  give  the  trustee  an  estate  in  fee  simple,  he  takes  such   ^^ 
estate ;  on  the  other  hand,  the  same  court  declares  that   i^ 
the  intention  be  that  he  shall  take  a  less  estate,  a  fee  woi3.l« 
not  pass  notwithstanding  the  words  of  inheritance  wer&    "*" 
the  instrument  of  conveyance.     In  section  312  of  Perry  o^ 
Trusts,  it  is  said  that :     "  In  all  cases  where  an  estate   ^® 
given  to  one  for  the  use  of  another,  in  such'  manner  that  fct^ 
statute  of  uses  steps  in  and  executes  the  estate  in  the  cestui 
que  trust,  the  statute  executes  in  the  cestui  que  trust  only  t,!^^ 
estate  which  the  first  donee  or  trustee  takes,"  that  is,  "the 
statute  executes  or  transfers  the  exact  estate  given  to  fch^ 
trustee.    Therefore,  if  A  give  an  estate  to  B  and  hishei^^^ 
for  the  use  of  C  and  his  heirs,  the  statute  will  execute  the  f^ 
simple  in  C.    But  if  A  gives  an  estate  to  B  for  the  use  of  ^ 
and  his  heirs,  the  statute  will  execute  only  an  estate  for  tb^ 
life  of  A  in  C  ;  for  that  is  the  extent  of  the  estate  convey^ 
to  B  by  a  deed  in  that  form,  that  is',  by  a  deed  that  has  ^^ 
words  of  inheritance  in  B.    While  this  is  the  rule  in  respect 
to  estates  which  the  statute  executes,  a  very  different  vol^ 
applies  to  estates  upon  a  trust  or  use  not  executed  by  tW 
statute.    In  these  cases,  the  extent  or  quantity  of  the  ests^^^ 
taken  by  the  trustee  is  determined,  not  by  the  circumstance 
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;  words  of  inheritance  in  the  trustee  are  or  are  not  used 
he  deed  or  will,  but  by  the  intent  of  the  parties." 
;  is  to  be  observed  that,  although  it  was  decided  in  New 
k,  as  reported  in  10  John.  Rep.,  495,  that  the  word 
irs"  was  not  necessary  to  create  a  fee  in  a  trustee,  yet  a 
nsylvania  case,  in  referring  to  that  decision,  seems  to 
ly  that  such  a  view  could  only  be  taken  in  equity.  But 
can  hardly  be  sound  ;  for  when -courts  of  equity  come  to 
5  hold  of  the  question,  it  is  often  necessary  for  them  to 
3rmine  whether  or  not  by  law  a  legal  estate  has  vested, 
how  large  an  estate  has  been  passed, 
n  a  Massachusetts  case,  for  example  there  was  a  bill  filed 
specific  performance,  and  the  facts  were  that  the  person 
)  had  bought  from  the  trustee,  made  a  contract  for  the 
>  of  the  property,  and  agreed  to  give  a  good  title,  but  the 
posed  vendee  refused  to  take  it,  being  of  the  opinion  that 
trustee  had  only  a  life  estate  ;  the  question  coming  before 
court  whether  it  was  a  good  title  at  law,  it  was  held  to 
i  good  fee,  on  the  ground  that  these  were  exceptions  to 
rule  of  common  law  conveyances,  and  that  a  conveyance 
nistee  without  words  of  inheritance,  could  give  him  a 
simple,  if  such  an  estate  was  necessary  in  him  for  the 
2iition  of  the  trust.  '  He  was,  in  other  words,  to  take  as 
;e  an  estate,  and  no  larger,  as  was  necessary  for  this  par- 
*.  This  accords  with  the  rules  laid  down  in  Washburne 
Perry,  and  explains,  as  Washburne  says,  how  an  estate 
V.  and  his  heirs,  in  trust  for  B  until  the  latter  shall  attain 
age  of  twenty-one  years  is  a  mere  chattel  interest,  and 
he  trustee  dies  it  could  not  be  executed  by  his  heir,  but 
to  be  executed  by  his  executor  during  the  remainder  of 
minority  of  the  cestui  que  trust.  If  we  apply  this  rule 
he  case  at  bar,  we  will  see  that  the  estate  conveyed  is  for 
benefit  of  Brooke  Mackall,  senior.  This  trustee  could 
.  under  the  language  of  this  deed,  control  the  property, 
could  he,  as  has  been  contended,  bring  an  action  of  eject- 
^t  against  his  cestui  que  trusty  for  though  the  general  rule 
pressed  upon  us  that  a  trustee  could  maintain  ejectment 
tnst  bis  cestui  que  trusty  there  are  certain  essentials  neces- 
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sary  to  enable  him  to  do  so  ;  it  is  elementary  law  that*  he 
must  have  the  legal  title  and  the  right  of  entry,  but  ^his 
trustee  had  no  right  of  entry  against  his  cestui  que  trust. 

The  cestui  que  trust  had  reserved  to  hira,  by  the  very^      de- 
claration of  the  trust,  an  absolute  control  and  power  of      ^Jis- 
position,  and  right  of  possession  ;  and  it  is  plain  that        the 
trustee  could  not,  therefore,  maintain  ejectment  against  ftizii  m. 
Now,  the  grantor  and  cestui  que  trust,  Brooke  Mackall,  ser:^  ior, 
having  brought  action  in  the  name  of  the  trustee  again,  ^t  a 
so-called  stranger,  disposed  of  his  interest  after  the  suit    was 
brought,  and  the  estate  of  the  trustee  ceased  thereby. 

The  trustee  had  no  right  of  possession  save  in  behal  f  of 
the  cestui  que  trust,  and  the  latter  had  conveyed  all  his  rig'ht 
to  another,  including  his  right  of  possession.  In  such  a  case 
the  trustee  could  have  no  right  to  recover.  It  is  said,  how- 
ever, that  he  has  the  right  to  go  on  and  recover  mesne  profits  ; 
but  this  can  only  be  where  the  two  rights  go  together.  Ho  re 
the  loss  of  one  involves  the  loss  of  the  other  ;  they  are  bo'tb 
in  the  same  boat,  and  both  go  down  together.  The  right  o^ 
action  having  determined,  the  suit  must  fail.  Cases  migr'^* 
be  cited  where  a  different  rule  applies,  as  where  the  defers 
ant  shows  that  he  has  acquired  a  better  title  since  the  actl 
began,  but  we  have  found  no  such  application  to  the  entJ 
loss  of  the  plaintiff's  title.  The  ground  is  not  taken  h 
that  the  defendant  had  acquired  a  new  estate  after  theacti 
began,  but  that  the  plaintiff's  right  of  action  disappear 
with  the  right  of  possession  in  the  cestui  que  trust. 

The  judgment  below  must  be  affirmed. 
Mr.  Justice  Wylie  dissented. 
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ORA  HaTDEN,  by  her  NEXT  FRIEND,  JoSEPH  E.  HaYDEN, 

VS. 

Sophia  A,  Weser  et  al. 
In  Equity.    No.  6823. 

5  Decided  April  6, 1888< 

I  The  Chief  Justicr  and  Jastices  Cox  nnd  James  sitting. 

^  -  A.  widow's  dower  before  assignment  cannot  be  sold  by  decree  of  a 
<iotirt  of  equity  to  satisfy  an  indebtedness  due  from  the  widow  to  the 
^:i«lr,  growing  out  of  her  management  of  the  lieir's  estate  while  acting 
^8  guardian  thereof. 

^-  The  costs  of  all  permanent  improvements  made  before  assignment 
of  dower  are  to  be  charged  to  tlie  heir  and  not  to  the  doweress. 

Statement  of  the  Case. 

George  Ailer  died,  in  the  year  1865,  intestate,  pos- 
B^seed  of  certain  real  estate  in  the  city  of  Washington,  and 
leaving  his  widow,  now  Mrs.  Weser,  and  Eleanora  Ailer, 
'•ow  Hayden,  his  only  child  and  heir-at-law,  surviving  him. 
His  widow  assamed  the  administration  of  his  estate  and  the 
S^ctrdianship  of  the  child.  The  rents  of  the  latter's  estate 
^'^aonnted  to  about  $3,500  per  annum. 

Jane,  1879,  the  daughter  having  married,  this  suit  was 

eight  for  an   account  of  Mrs.  Weser's  guardianship  she 

ng  been,  on  the  petition  of  her  daughter,  by  her  hus- 

as  next  friend,  removed  from  that  trust  March  1, 1879. 

cause  was  thereupon  referred  to  the  auditor  of  the  court 

directions  to  state  an  account.     The  report  found  a  bal- 

>  of  $18,779.44  against  the  defendant,  and  the  court  be- 

entered  a  decree  for  the  sale  of  the  defendant's  dower 

rest  in  her  late  husband's  real  estate  for  the  payment 

satisfaction  of  this  balance  less  the  credit  obtained  by 

allowance  of  several  exceptions  as  to  certain  items  of 

account. 

rom  this  decree  defendant  appealed. 

.  F.  Morris  for  plaintiflF. 

&  Thomas  for  defendant. 

Dower^  before  assignment  to  the  widow,  is  not  the  sub- 
of  sale  for  the  satisfaction  of  creditors.    Jackson  vs. 
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Aspell,  20  John.,  411.     And  this  doctrine  is  maintained  i^  ^ 

Massachusetts,  Kentucky,  Illinois,  Missouri,  Alabama,  an*  ^^' 

several  other  States  ot*  the  Union.     Gooch  vs.  Atkins,  1^-^-^         ^ 

Mass.,  378  ;  Johnson  vs,  Morse,  2  N.  H.,  48  ;  Shields  vs. 

5  J.  J.  Marsh,  12  ;  Petty  vs.  Xailer,  15  B.  Mon.,  591  ;  Nasocm 

vs.  Allen,  5  Greenl.,  479  ;  Waller  vs,  Mardus,  29   Mo.,  25 

Wallis    vs.  Smith,  2    S.  &    M.,  220  ;   Torrey  i;^.  Minor,  ■: 

Surr.  &  M.  Ch.,  489  ;  Hooks  vs,  Graham,  23  111.,  81 ;  Wal-  W, 

lace  vs.  Hall,  19  Ala.,  367  ;  Blair  vs.  Harrison,  11  III.,  384; 

Summers  vs.  Babb,   13  111.,  483  ;  Tompkins  vs.  Fonda, 

Paige,  448. 

This,  we  believe,  is  the  first  instance  in  the  judicial  hi« 
tory  of  this  District  where  dower  rights,  before  assignments^ 
have  been  sold  for  the  satisfaction  of  creditors  ;  the 
writers  and  the  reports  everywhere  seem  to  be  silent  on  tl 
subject.     There  would  seem  to  be  precedent  for  the  action 
the  court  below\ 

Now,  if  a  widow's   dower  before  assignment   cannot  ^T^       t 
taken  and  sold  on  execution  at  law,  we  fail  to  see  any  ""^"^        , 
why,  before  assignment,  an  equity  court  can  take  hold  of  u 

any  more  than  a  court  of  law  ;  it  certainly  is  not  because  t — -  j^^ 
estate  or  interest  is  any  more  tangible  in  that  form  than  f^j 

the  other.     It  certainly  will  not  be  seriously  maintained  h    ^ re 

that  chancery  trustees  have  more  efficient  means  of  effi^ss  ^st- 
ing a  sale  of  such  an  interest  than  the  marshal  has.     In^i*  Inis 
case  the  widow  was  dowable  in  five  separate  pieces  of  pc7*<i>p- 
erty.     The  proper  course  for  the  plaintiflf  to  have  taken 
first,  to  have  asked  the  court  to  appoint  a  receiver  of 
dower  interest  in  this  property  ;  then  that  the  dower  b^ 
signed  ;  and,  last  of  all,  that  it  be  sold. 

2.  Permanent  improvements  are  to  be  charged  to  thelx^^^^ 
and  not  to  the  widow. 

The  evidence  disclosed  the  fact  that  the  gaardian  had 
pended  about  $4,000  in  permanent  improvements  upon 
ward's  estate.    The  auditor  charged  one-third  the  cost      ^^^ 
permanent  improvements  to  the  widow.     This  was 
the   whole  cost  of  these  improvements  should  have 
charged  to  the  ward.    1  Roper  H.  &  W.,  849  ;  Park  on  Doi 
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•7 ;  Kent,  vol.  4,  65  ;  1  Wash.  R.  P.,  236  ;  Humphrey  vs. 

inney,  2  John.,  484  ;  Hale  vs.  James,  6  John.  Ch.,  260 ; 

tlin  vs.  Ware,  9  Mass.,  218  ;  Larrowe  vs.  Beam,  10  Ohio, 

;  Thompson  vs.  Morrow,  5  Serg.  &  R.,  289  ;  Powell  vs. 

«nf.  &  C.  Co.,  3  Mason,  349  :  McClanahan  vs.  Porter,  10 

.,  746. 

-Mr.  Chief  Justice  Cartter  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
oiirt. 

The  chief  questions  involved  in  this  appeal  are  whether, 
this  District,  a  widow's  dower  before  assignment  can  be 
sold  for  the  satisfaction  of  creditors,  and  whether  the  costs 
of  all  permanent  improvements  before  assignment  of  dower 
should  not  be  charged  to  the  heir.  We  are  of  opinion 
that;  both  these  questions  should  be  resolved  in  favor  of 
the  appellant ;  the  decree  appealed  from  is  therefore  re- 
versed, and  the  cause  remanded  to  the  court  below  with 
directions  to  recommit  the  cause  to  the  auditor  with  in- 
^trtictions  to  charge  the  cost  of  all  permanent  improve- 
naerkts  to  the  heir,  and  to  re-examine  his  account  on  the 
otlxcar  points  excepted  to  and  which  were  overruled  in  the 
below. 


i 
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Poole  &  Hume  vs.  John  H.  Daly  et  al. 

Daly  et  al.  vs,  Daly  et  al. 
In  Equity.    Nos.,  3032  and  3081  Consolidated. 

5  Decided  April  17, 1882. 

?The  Chief  Justiok  and  Jastices  Cox  and  Jambs  slUIiiff.. 

1.  When  an  attorney  at  law  obtains  a  judgment  in  tlie  capacity  of  ex- 
ecutor, and  is  at  the  same  time  attorney  for  other  parties  in  a  suit 
against  the  samt^  defendant,  and  a  few  days  later  obtains  a  Judgment 
for  them  also,  the  court,  in  applying  the  proceeds  of  an  equity  of  re- 
demption, to  the  satisfaction  of  these  judgments,  will  recoj^ise  no 
priority,  but  will  distribute  pari  passu, 

2.  It  is  doubtful  whether  the  ride  heretofore  frequently  followed  by  tbia 
court  of  distributing  the  proceeds  of  an  equity  of  redemption  amonj^ 
judgment  creditors  in  tlie  order  of  their  priority  in  obtaining  tbeS  - 
judgments,  is  the  correct  rule. 

3.  As  to  what  is  the  rule  that  should  be  followed  in  such  cases,  qtuete. 

The  Case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 
Hine  &  Thomas  for  Poolo  &  llume. 
W.  J.  Miller  in  pro.  per. 
John  C.  Wilson  for  Daly. 

Mr.  Justice  Cox  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

On  the  fifth  day  of  June,  1872,  Mr.  Wm.  John  Miller, 
member  of  the  bar,  recovered,  as  executor  of  James  Daly 
judgment  against  John  PI.  Daly  for  $750.  Two  days  afte 
wards,  June  7,  1872,  Poole  &  Hume,  merchants  of  this  cit 
recovered  a  judgment  against  the  same  defendants  f 
1924.12.  It  appears  that  the  only  real  estate  which  the  d 
fendants  owned  consisted  of  an  equity  of  redemption  in  a: 
undivided  interest  in  certain  lots  in  this  city  which  he  heli 
as  one  of  the  heirs-at-law  of  his  father,  James  Daly.  Or  ^ 
the  30th  of  December,  1872,  Poole  &  Hume  filed  a  biC  ^ 
against  John  H.  Daly,  in  the  nature  of  a  creditor's  bill, 
fessedly  for  their  benefit  as  well  as  for  the  benefit  of 
of  his  other  creditors  who  might  come  in  and  participate  1^  -^ 
the  expenses  of  the  suit.  The  object  of  the  bill  was  to  appl^-* 
the  equity  of  redemption  of  John  H.  Daly  to  these  tw 
judgments.  No  other  steps  were  taken  in  this  suit  exce 
one  which  will  be  referred  to.  Afterwards  there  was  a 
tition  suit  between  the  heirs-at-law  of  James  Daly,  to  whicT 
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H.  Daly  was  a  party,  the  object  being  to  distribute  the 
8  of  the  property  among  them.     Some  time  after- 
»Tds  an  order  was  passed  in  the  two  suits  consolidating 
and  giving  the  judgment  creditors  the  right  to  share 
might  be  proper  in  the  proceeds  when  sold  under  the  par- 
'ti'tion  suit.    Mr.  Miller,  the  executor,  had  filed  his  petition 
Ha  a  judgment  creditor,  coming  into  the  partition  suit,  and 
offering  to  bear  his  share  of  the  expenses  of  the  suit,  evi- 
dently intending  to  file  it  in  the  creditor's  suit,  but  having 
obtained  a  judgment,  he  would  get  the  same  benefit  under 
the  order  consolidating  the  two  cases,  as  he  would  have  had 
tf  he  had  been  originally  a  party  to  the  creditors'  suit.    The 
^^urt  below  followed  the  rule  that  the  judgment  creditors 
^ere  entitled  to  be  paid  in  the  order  of  their  priority,  and 
^plied  the  proceeds  to  the  senior  judgment  of  Mr.  Miller, 
^hich  consumed  the  whole  of  the  proceeds.     This  was  ex- 
<^^ted  to  by  Poole  &  Hume,  and  the  case  comes  before  us  on 
^hsLt  exception. 

There  are  three  rules  in  relation  to  the  distribution  of  the 

P^x>ceed8  of  an  equity  of  redemption,  which  have  more  or 

J^es  foundation  in  authority,  and  were  referred  to  by  coun- 

•^1  in  the  very  full  discussion  which  was  had  of  this  case. 

•*^o  first,  and  the  one  followed  by  the  court  below,  is  that 

^*^^  judgment  creditors  must  be  satisfied  in  the  order  of  their 

l^^oiity  in  obtaining  their  judgment.     The  second  is  that 

creditor  who  first  files  his  bill,  although  a  junior  judg- 

creditor,  shall  be  satisfied  in  full  as  a  reward  for  his 

ence.    The  third  is  that  the  proceeds  shall  be  treated  as 

^Xxitable  assets,  and  distributed  pari  passu  among  all  the 

ent  creditors.     We  have  had  great   difficulty  in  de- 

ng  that  either  one  is  the  final  rule  for  this  jurisdiction. 

xnany  cases  the  first  rule  has  been  followed  as  such  by  the 

,  but  we  find,  on  looking  into  the  matter,  that  there  is 

t  doubt  as  to  the  weight  of  authority  in  favor  of  that 

.    In  a  later  decision  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  Uni- 

States,  the  court  modifies  the  rule  considerably,  but  we 

J^ot  propose  in  this  case  to  decide  on  any  of  these  as  the 

definite  rule  on  the  subject,  but  to  dispose  of  the  mat- 
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ter  on  considerations  peculiar  to  it.  It  appears  that  both  c — >f 
these  suits  were  originally  in  the  hands  of  the  same  attorn^^y 
on  the  common  law  side  of  the  court ;  and  it  further  appea^ 
that  both  of  them  were  ripe  for  judgment  at  the  same  tii 
Mr.  Miller,  who,  in  his  representative  capacity,  appeared 
plaintiflE"  in  one  case,  was  the  attorney  for  the  creditors 
the  other  and  we  think  that  the  relation  between  him  ai 
them  was  one  involving  some  obligations ;  we  conceive  th- 
they  did  not  intend  to  waive  any  of  their  rights,  but  consi" 
ered  that  they  were  entitled  to  have  their  judgment  entei 
on  the  same  day  as  the  other  creditor  whom  they  employe 
to  appear  for  them.  They  could  not,  however,  expect  th< 
attorney  to  give  them  priority  over  himself.  Withoi 
therefore,  determining  the  question,  because  we  consider 
unnecessary  to  be  determined,  as  to  which  one  of  the  thn 
rules  referred  to  is  to  govern  us,  we  shall  reverse  the  decn 
below,  and  order  the  proceeds  of  this  sale  to  be  divided, 
seems  to  us  according  to  the  plain  justice  of  the  case,  pa: 
passu,  between  these  creditors. 

The  cause  will  be  remanded,  in  order  that  such  a  distrib 
tion  may  be  made. 
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Unitbd  States,  Ex  Rel.  John  Thompson, 

vs. 
bt  al.,  Commissioners  of  the  District  of  Columbia, 

At  Law.    No.  23,009. 

d«d  April  17, 188S. 

Chiip  JnsnoB  and  Jnstlces  Cox  and  James  sitting. 

e  certificates  of  drawback  issuerl  by  the  District  of  Columbia,  under 

act  of  Congress  of  June  19,  1878,  to  holders  of  certiticates  of 

^btedneas  for  improyement  assessments  do  not  bear  interest. 

^Btntes  which  are  enacted  as  compromises  in  re;2:ard  to  matters  of 

tion,  and  which  subject  the  municipality  to  obligations  which  did 

exist  before,  are  to  be  construed  so  that  these  new  obligations 

1  not  be  made  larger  than  the  strict  and  precise  terms  of  the 

^ate  require. 

Statement  of  the  Case. 

"Siis  was  an  application  for  a  writ  of  mandamus  against 

L  ^  Dent,  Thomas  P.  Morgan,  and  Wm.  J.  Twining. 

missioners  of  the  District  of  Cohimbia,  commanding 

to  issue  to  the  petitioner  seventeen  drawback  certifi- 

of  the  District  of  Columbia,  bearing  ten  per  cent. 

rest  until  paid,  under  the  act  of  Congress  of  June  19, 

he  petition  set  out  at  great  length  the  acts  of  Congress 
of  the  District  legislature,  under   which  the  original 
was  made,  and  the  certificates  issued,  together 
a  history  of  the  litigation  growing  out  of  the  late  action 
if    "the  board  of  public  works  in  making  the  assessments. 

TThe  following  is  the  form  of  the  certificate  issued  by  the 
t>^«ird  and  received  by  the  relator : 

"  Certificate  of  Indebtedness. 

*^  District  of  Columbia, 

^'  Board  of  Public  Works. 
"  Be  it  known,  that  the  Board  of  Public  Works  of  the 

District  of  Columbia  having  assessed  upon  lot  No. ,  in 

square  No. ,  in  the  city  of  Washington,  in  said  District, 

the  sum  of ,  for  its  proportionate  amount  of  the  cost  of 

improvements  upon  street, ,  issue  this  certificate 
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of  indebtedness  against  said  property  for  said  sum,  with 
interest  at  the  rate  of  ten  per  centum  per  annum  from  the 
date  hereof  until  paid.  Said  assessment  and  this  certificate 
constitute  a  lien  upon  said  property. 

"  This  certificate  is  issued  in  accordance  with  an  act  of 
Congress  of  the  United  States,  entitled  '  An  act  to  provide 

a  government  for  the  District  of  Columbia,'  approved  Feb 

raary  21, 1871.     And  an  act  of  the  legislative  assembly  oft 
the  District  of  Columbia,  entitled  ^  An  act  prescribing  th 
mode  of  assessments  for  special  improvements  and  providin 
for  the  collection  thereof,'  approved  August  10, 1871 ;  an 
also  an  act  of  said  legislative  assembly,  entitled  "An  act" 
amendatory  of  an  act  entitled  ^  An  act  prescribing  the  mod 
of  assessments  and  providing   for  the   collection  thereoib 
approved  August  10, 1871,'  appoved  August  23, 1871. 

"  Given  under  our  hands,  in  the  city  of  Washington, 
C,  this of ,  eighteen  hundred  and  seventy . 

tc ___^__ 

9 

"  Board  of  Public  Works j  D.  Cr 
The  petitioner  claiming  title  to  a  number  of  these  certi 


cates  of  assessment,  alleged  that  the  assessments  had  beai^i^^o 
revised  under  the  act  of  Congress  of  June  19,  1878,  ai  i  M 
greatly  reduced ;  that  a  demand  had  been  made  on  t^^^fc=ie 
Commissioners  for  drawback  certificates  on  the  same  for  t^^K=ie 
amount  of  the  reductions  to  draw  ten  per  cent,  inli  ii  iil ,  ii^  ill 
compliance  therewith  refused. 

F.  E.  Alexander  for  relator. 

A.  G.  Riddle  and  Francis  Miller  for  respondent. 

Mr.  Justice  James  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  relator  prays  that  the  Commissioners  of  the  Disti.-  "— 3ct 
of  Columbia  be  compelled  by  a  writ  of  mandamus  to  issu^^       to 
him  certificates  of  drawback,  providing  on  their  face  for    ^l^  he 
payment  of  interest  on  the  amount  of  the  drawback  at     -^t^te 
rate  of  ten  per  centum  per  annum. 

It  appears  that   the  legislative  assembly,  by  an  act^      of 
August  10, 1871,  purporting  to  be  authorized  by  sectiocm    ^7 
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of  the  organic  act,  provided  for  certain  improvements  of 
streets  in  Washington,  and  for  assessment  of  the  cost  there- 
of Qpon  the  property  bordering  on  these  improvements,  to 
made  according  to  the  section  of  the  organic  act  referred 
That  section  itself  only  provided  that  assessments  should 
l>e  made  "  in  the  manner  required  by  law,"  and,  as  no  other 
law  provided  how  they  should  be  made,  they  could  not  be 
niade  in  accordance  with  the  authority  of  the  organic  act. 
^They  were  actually  made,  therefore,  only  in  a  manner  pro- 
"vided  by  a  rule  adopted  by  the  board  of  pnblic  works.    In 
*he  litigation  which  naturally  followed,  they  were  found  not 
*o  have  been  made  "  in  the  manner  required  by  law."     Oon- 
SVesB  then  came  to  the  relief  of  the  District  and  of  the 
property-owners,  and  it  was  provided  by  the  act  of  1878, 
'^hat  the  assessments  made  by  the  board  of  public  works 
Bbould  stand  as  valid  and  should  be  enforced,  except  in  cases 
'^liere  they  should  be  complained  of  and  revised  and  cor- 
^^^^cted.    The  precise  form  of  that  provision  was,  that  the 
^flsessments  should  be  enforced,  "  Provided,  that  upon  com- 
pl^Qt  being  made  to  the  Commissioners  within  thirty  days 
"^m  the  passage  of  this  act,  of  erroneous  or  excessive 
charges  in  respect  to  any  of  said  assessments  which  remain 
'^^paid,  said  Commissioners  are  hereby  authorized  to  revise 
•^ch  assessment  so  complained  of  and  to  correct  the  same  ; 
*^<i  where  certificates  of  assessment  have  been  issued,  they 
^^1  issue  to  the  holder  of  such  certificates  a  drawback  cer- 
^^fi<iate  for  the  amount  of  such  erroneous  or  excessive  charges^ 
^*^ic2h  certificates  shall  be  received  at  any  time  in  payment 
^*    ^Lssessments  for  special  improvements,  and  they  shall  be 
^^^^^med  in  the  manner  prescribed  for  the  redemption  and 
P^^^'Cihase  of  certificates  as  provided  by  an  act  of  the  legisla- 
^^^^  assembly  of  May  29, 1873." 

-y  this  act  Congress  authorized  the  Commissioners  to 
-ice  the  burden  of  the  property-owner,  and  to  give  to  the 
^^l<3er  of  any  certificate,  which  had  been  used  upon  the 
^^*^^^>2ieous  or  excessive  assessment,  a  drawback,  which  should 
^  'T'eceived  in  payment  of  special  improvement  assessments, 
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or  redeemed  by  the  District  in  a  certain  manner.  The  term 
of  this  certificate  of  drawback  arc  the  subject  of  dispute. 

It  is  insisted  that,  as  the  original  certificates  of  indebted 
ness  provided  for  interest  at  the  rate  of  ten  per  centam^  am 
were  charged  as  liens  upon  the  property  benefited,  this  val 
idating  law  must  be  held  to  have  contemplated  that  th( 
purchaser  of  this  charge  should  not  sufier  by  its  redaction 
in  other  words,  that  it  must  be  held  to  have  intended  thai 
the  drawback  should  operate  just  as  the  original  certificate 
had  done,  and  was,  therefore,  to  bear  interest  at  the  same 
rate.  In  order  to  lay  a  foundation  for  this  proceeding,  the 
relator  made  a  demand  on  the  Commissioners  for  certificate 
expressed  in  accordance  with  this  theory. 

The  provision  of  the  validating  act  of  Congress  is^  stricily 
that  the  certificate  of  drawback  should  be  co-extensive  witl 
the  reduction  made  on  complaint  of  the  property-owner 
The  language  of  the  act  is,  that  '^  upon  complaint  beinj 
made  to  the  Commissioners  •  •  *  of  erroneous  or  ex- 
cessive charges  in  respect  to  any  of  said  assessments  whicl: 
remaid  unpaid,  said  Commissioners  are  hereby  authorized  tc 
revise  such  assessments  so  complained  of  and  to  correct  the 
same  ;  and  where  certificates  of  assessment  have  been  issued; 
they  shall  issue  to  the  holder  of  such  certificate  a  drawback 
certificate  for  the  amount  of  such  erroneous  or  excessive 
charges."  The  certificate  of  drawback  was  to  be  for  thie 
and  for  nothing  more.  For  this  amount  only,  and  not  foi 
this  amount  and  whatever  interest  might  have  accrued 
thereon  at  the  rate  of  ten  per  centum  per  annum,  it  was  re- 
ceivable in  payment  of  special  improvements.  The  use  tc 
be  made  of  it,  and  the  fact  that  the  act  omits  to  state  that 
the  drawback  should  bear  interest  until  paid  or  used^  sho^i 
conclusiveiy  that  the  act  did  not  intend  that  the  drawback 
should  be  an  interest-bearing  debt. 

It  must  be  remembered  that,  before  the  passage  of  thii 
act,  the  District,  although  it  had  sold  these  original  certifi- 
cates of  assessment,  was  in  no  sense  a  debtor  to  the  holder 
of  them,  and  that  the  property  on  which  they  were  liens  wa- 
his  only  debtor.    It  must  also  be  remembered  that^  withoia 
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a  validating  act  of  CoDgress^  even  this  secarity  appeared  to 
be  invalid.    When  Congress  undertook,  in  such  a  state  of 
things,  to  give  relief  to  all  the  parties,  by  lifting  from  the 
property  erroneous  or  excessive  burdens,  and  give  validity  to 
a  part  of  the  hitherto  insecure  lien  of  the  certificate  of  in- 
debtedness^ and  by  providing  that  the  rest  of  the  certificate, 
which  was  no  longer  a  lien  should  be  available  against  the 
District,  as  if  it  had  been  originally  a  debt  of  the  District, 
it  is  manifest  that  the  whole  transaction  must  be  treated  as 
a  oompromise  adjustment,  in  which  the  original  condition  of 
the  parties  are  to  some  extent  put  aside.    Compromises  of 
this  sort  are  to  be  construed  strictly  ;  especially  when  the 
MJQ^tnent  subjects  the  District  to  obligations  which  never 
existed  before.    The  obligation  to  receive  these  drawbacks 
^or  improvement  assessments  and  to  redeem  them  placed  the 
'^lAtrict  in  the  position  of  debtor  to  that  extent,  and  this 
^^w  obligation  is  not  to  be  made,  by  construction,  larger 
^'^n  the  strict  and  precise  terms  of  the  statute  requires  us 
to  make  it.    If  the  statute  omits  to  provide  expressly  that 
^Wb  new  obligation  is  to  carry  interest,  we  are  bound  to  hold 
^^^  this  new  indebtedness  was  to  be  a  debt  without  in- 
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John  Patch  vs.  Elias  E.  White. 

At  Law.    No.  20,463. 

5  Decided  AprU  17. 18». 

I  The  Chuf  justxob  and  Jastices  Haonxb  and  Jammb  slttiiiff. 

A  will  contained  the  following  clause :  *^  I  beqaeath  and  give  to  my 
dearly  beloved  brother,  Henry  Walker,  forever,  lot  No.  6  in  aqoare 
403,  together  with  the  improvements  thereon  erected  and  appurtenan- 
ces thereto  belonging/*  The  testator  did  not  own  lot  6  in  square  403; 
but  the  plaintiff,  in  an  action  of  ejectment  to  recover  lot  3  in  square 
406,  offered  to  show  by  parol  evidence,  that  this  clause  was  Intended 
as  a  devise  of  lot  3  in  square  406.  The  evidence  proposed  to  be  given 
was:  1.  That  the  testator  intended  to  leave  everything  he  owned  to 
his  brothers  and  sisters ;  2.  That  he  did  not  own  lot  6  in  square  403, 
but  that  he  did  own  lot  3  in  square  406,  which  was  in  the  same  gen- 
eral system  of  lots,  all  the  four  hundred  series  running  down  in  the 
same  straight  line  through  that  part  of  the  city;  3.  That  the  lot  des- 
ignated in  the  will  had  no  improvements  upon  it,  whereas  lot  3  in 
square  406  was  improved  (the  lot  devised  being  described  in  the  clause 
qiioted  as  an  improved  lot).  He  also  offered  to  prove,  as  going  to 
show  the  proper  reading  of  the  clause  as  understood  by  those  directly 
interested,  that  since  the  will  was  admitted  to  probate,  the  widow 
who  had  a  life  estate  in  one-third  of  all  the  property,  had  drawn  but, 
one-third  of  the  rents,  issues  and  profits  of  lot  3  in  square  406,  and 
that  the  guardian  of  Henry  Walker  had  drawn  the  other  two-thirds, 
and  that  all  the  beneficiaries  of  the  will  had  acquiesced  in  this.  JSeU, 
inadmissible. 

The  Case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 
R.  T.  Merrick  and  Calderon  Carlisle  for  plaintiffs. 
Walter  D.  Davidge  and  Gordon  &  Gordon  for  defendants^ 
Mr.  Justice  Haqner  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court 

This  is  an  action  of  ejectment  instituted  by  Patch  agidnsi 
White  to  recover  two  undivided  third  parts  of  lot  No.  S,  ii 
square  406,  in  the  city  of  Washington.     At  the  trial,  th< 
plaintiff,  to  maintain  his  action,  offered  in  evidence  a  d< 
to  himself  in  1873,  from  Brereton,  one  from  the  heirs 
Sewell  to  Brereton  in  1851,  and  a  deed  to  Sewell  from  Henr^ 
Walker,  bearing  date  1842.    Each  of  these  deeds  purport^^— 
to  convey  the  entire  title  to  lot  No.  3.    To  prove  title  tzs^ 
the  property  in  Henry  Walker,  the  plaintiff*  then  offered  i^  d 
evidence  the  will  of  James  Walker,  dated  September  L  7, 
1832,  and  duly  admitted  to  probate.    In  this  wiU,  siter  s 
devise  of  one-third  of  his  real  estate  to  his  widow  for  life, 
with  a  remainder  to  his  infant  son,  James  Walker,  the  tes- 
tator, devised  the  lot  of  ground  in  controversy  as  follows: 

^'  I  bequeath  and  ^ve  to  my  dearly  beloved  brother,  Hemy 
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Walker,  forever,  lot  No.  6,  in  square  403,  together  with  the 
improvements  thereon  erected  and  appurtenances  thereto 
belonging." 

The  testator  did  not  own  the  lot  herein  described,  but  the 
plaintifi'  offered  evidence  which  he  insisted,  if  admitted, 
would  enable  the  court  to  say  that  this  clause  should  be  con- 
sidered as  in  fact  a  devise  of  lot  No.  3  in  square  406.  The 
parol  evidence  that  was  proposed  to  be  given  was,  first,  that 
the  testator,  James  Walker,  intended  to  leave  all  his  land 
and  everything  he  had  to  his  brothers  and  sisters  ;  secondly, 
that  he  did  not  own  lot  6  in  square  403,  and  that  he  did  own 
lot  8  in  square  406,  which  was  in  the  same  general  system 
of  lots,  all  the  four  hundred  series  running  down  in  the 
same  straight  line  through  that  part  of  the  city ;  that  the 
lot  designated  in  the  will  had  no  improvements  upon  it, 
whereas  lot  3  in  square  406,  mentioned  in  the  declaration, 
was  improved,  (and  the  lot  devised  is,  in  the  clause  just 
quoted,  described  as  an  improved  lot).  He  then  offered  to 
prove  that,  since  the  will  was  admitted  to  probate,  Mrs. 
Walker,  who  had  a  life  estate  in  one-third  of  all  the  property, 
had  continued  to  draw  one-third  of  the  rents,  issues  and  profits 
of  the  lot  named  in  the  declaration,  that  is  to  say,  of  lot  3  in 
square  406,  and  that  the  guardian  of  Ilenry  Walker,  during 
his  minority,  had  drawn  the  other  two-thirds  of  the  rents  of 
that  lot,  and  that  all  the  beneficiaries,  the  people  named  in 
the  will,  had  acquiesced  in  this,  going  to  show  the  proper 
reading  of  that  clause,  as  understood  by  those  directly  in- 
terested. 

The  question  is,  whether  this  evidence  is  admissible  or  not. 
It  is  not  improbable  that  this  may  have  been  a  case  of  mis- 
description through  a  blunder  of  the  testator,  or  his  scrivener, 
confusing  the  numbers  of  the  lot  and  the  square  by  a  sort  of 
jingle.  He  seems  originally  in  his  description  of  his  land  to 
have  made  other  blunders  in  the  will.  Thus,  he  gave  his 
son,  James  Walker,  '^  lot  number  22,  in  square  number  three 
two  hundred  and  twenty,  fifty-two."  This  was  a  very  strange 
blunder ;  in  fact,  he  seems  to  have  been  a  man  very  likely 
to  blonder^  but  it  is  to  he  observed  that  this  last  one  he  cor- 
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reeled,  and  it  may  be  argaed  that  he  would  have  corrected 
the  first  one  if  he, had  made  it  as  well  as  the  last,  and  that 
he  might  have  intended  to  bay  this  piece  of  land  before  he 
died.  The  difficulty  in  these  cases  arises  from  the  applica- 
tion of  the  rules  governing  the  subject,  the  rules  themselves 
being  pretty  plain.  And,  first,  it  is  to  be  observed  that  this 
is  not  a  suit  seeking  the  aid  of  words  not  written.  At  the 
same  time,  however,  a  court  of  law,  though  precluded  from 
ascribing  to  the  testator  any  intention  not  expressed  in  his 
will,  admit  their  obligation  to  give  eflfect  to  every  intention 
which  the  will,  properly  expounded,  contains.  The  answer, 
therefore,  to  the  question  above  proposed — enjoined  as  well 
as  sanctioned  by  the  general  principles  above  mentioned — 
must  be,  that  any  evidence  is  admissible  which,  in  its  nature 
and  efifect,  merely  explained  what  the  testator  has  written  ; 
but  no  evidence  can  be  admissible  which,  in  its  nature  or 
effect,  is  applicable  to  the  purpose  of  showing  merely  what 
he  intended  to  have  written." 

The  case  of  Walton  against  White,  in  5  Maryland,  page 
^297,  was  a  case  of  a  devise  of  lands  which  were  described  as 
being  ^^  on  the  south  side  of  Beaver  Dam  Branch,"  and  the 
court  says:    ''The  question  in  expounding  a  will  is  not  what 
the  testator  meant,  as  distinguished  from  what  his  words 
express,  but  simply  what  is  the  meaning  of  the  words,"  and 
they  admitted  evidence  to  show  the  true  location  of  th 
branch.    The  principle  is  confirmed,  almost  in  the  earn 
words,  in  the  case  of  Hammond  vs.  Hammond,  66  Maryland 
page  576.    But,  indeed,  there  is  a  perfect  flood  of  cases,  an 
multitudes  were  cited  in  the  argument.    We  think,  how 
ever,  that  the  decision  of  the  courts  in  the  principal 
would  not  admit  such  testimony  as  is  sought  to  be  intro 
duced  here. .  Of  citing  cases  there  is  no  end,  bat  it  is  to 
observed  that  many  of  them  are  early  cases  before  th^ 
statute,  and  are,  therefore,  not  reliable.    Such  is  the  opinion 
of  Bedfield,  Jarmen,  and  other   text-book  writers;   sad 
among  those  cited  as  being  before  the  statute  are  the  cases 
from  Ambler  and  from  Coke's  reports.    All  these  are,  there- 
fore, not  safe  guides^  because^  unquestionably,  the  statule 
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was  intended  to  prevent  the  latitude  of  evidence  which  had 
hitherto  prevailed.  On  page  116  (margin)  of  Wigram,  it  is 
said:  "The  principle  (if  any)  upon  which  the  excepted 
caseS;  taking  them  collectively,  are  founded,  is  by  no  means 
obvious  ;'*  and  further  down,  on  page  116,  he  says :  "How 
can  the  statute,  which  makes  a  writing  indispensable,  be 
satisfied,  if  the  thing  which  is  the  subject  of  disposition,  or 
the  person  who  claims  the  benefit  of  it,  is  not  described  in 
that  writing  with  certainty  sufficient  to  enable  the  court^ 
by  the  description  in  the  writing,  to  determine  their  iden- 
tity?" In  the  case  of  Beaumont  against  Fell  (2  Pierre 
^Williams),  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  although  he  admitted 
the  parol  evidence,  said :  "  If  this  had  been  a  grant — nay, 
"had  it  been  a  devise — of  land,  in  equity,  where  ^  the  con- 
science of  the  heir  may  be  afifected,'  in  the  language  of  the 
courts,  ^  if  he  shall  insist  upon  the  literal  interpretation  of  a 
devise  against  the  meaning  well  known  to  himself  to  have 
been  intended  by  the  testator.'  Naturally,  under  such  cir- 
cumstances, a  court  of  equity  might  be  more  inclined  to 
consider  the  ofifer  of  such  evidence  than  a  court  of  law  in  a 
dry  legal  action  like  an  ejectment,  which  is  governed  by 
technical  rules.  By  the  Statute  of  Maryland  of  1798,  ch. 
101,  all  devises  of  any  land,  Ac.,  shall  be  in  writing,  signed 
by  the  party  devising  the  same,  or  by  some  other  person  in 
his  presence,  and  by  his  express  direction,  and  attested  and 
subscribed  to  in  the  presence  of  the  testator  by  three  or  four 
credible  witnesses,  or  else  it  shall  be  utterly  void,  and  of 
none  effect.  This  clause  is  a  literal  transcript  of  the  pro- 
vision in  the  Statute  of  Frauds  and  Perjuries,  29  Charles  11, 
ch.  8.  Now,  what  was  the  state  of  the  law  before  this  stat- 
ute? In  Wigram  on  Wills,  page  6,  author's  edition,  it  is 
thus  laid  down :  "  It  was  holden  before  the  statute  that 
parol  evidence  was,  in  certain  cases,  admissible  to  determine 
the  person  or  thing  intended,  where  the  description  in  the 
instrument  was  insufficient  for  that  purpose  ;  as  in  a  devise 
to  A  B,  where  there  were  two  persons  of  the  same  name,  or 
a  devisie  of  the  manor  of  Dale,  where  the  testator  had  two 
maaoiB  of  that  name,  North  Dale  and  South  Dale,  in  which 
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cases  parol  evidence  of  witnesses  who  spoke  to  the  testator's 
intention  was  adnaissible  to  determine  which  of  the  two  per- 
sons named  respectively  A  B,  or  which  of  the  manors  of 
Dale  was  intended  by  the  testator.  That  is  to  say  where 
the  identity  of  the  person  or  thing  intended  by  the  testator 
has  been  the  only  point  in  dispute,  and  the  description  Id 
the  will  has  been  insufficient  to  determine  it."  And, 
farther  down,  he  says :  "  The  courts  have  uniformly  pro- 
fessed to  be  governed  by  the  admitted  principle,  that,  the 
judgment  of  a  court  in  expounding  a  will  should  be  merely  decla* 
iory  of  what  is  in  the  instrument.  This  was  the  general  mle 
at  common  law  before  the  statute,  and  if  the  statate 
has  not  strengthened  its  obligations,  it  certainly  has  not 
relaxed  them,"  and,  as  to  the  effect  of  the  statate,  the 
author  states  that  it,  "  by  requiring  a  will  to  be  in  writing, 
precludes  a  court  of  law  from  ascribing  to  a  testator  any  in- 
tention which  his  written  will  does  not  express,  and,  in 
effect,  makes  the  writing  the  only  legitimate  evidence  of 
the  testator's  intention.  No  will  is  within  the  statate 
bnt  that  which  is  in  writing,  which  is  as  much  as  to 
say  that  all  that  is  effectual  to  the  purpose  must  be  in 
writing,  without  it  had  been  void  by  reason  of  the  mis- 
take both  of  the  Christian  and  surname  ;  but  where  is 
the  distinction  between  a  grant  and  a  devise  of  land  for 
the  purpose  under  consideration?"  This  case  was  one  where 
"Gertrude  Tardley"  was  held  entitled  to  a  legacy  which  was 
given  by  the  will  to  "Catherine  Earnley."  Again,  on  page 
180,  Wigram  says:  "The  decisions,  then,  in  the  excepted 
cases  must,  it  is  conceived,  be  considered  to  a  great  extents 
as  arbitrary,  and  not  to  be  explained  upon  any  determinedJE^^ad 
principle.  They  appear  to  be  decisions  in  which  the  genenJC^rj  ^al 
principle  has  been  sacrificed  to  meet  the  hardship  of  partica^^dv^n- 
lar  cases."  One  of  the  principal  cases  involving  the  admis— ^f  .is- 
sion  of  parol  testimony  to  explain  what  the  testator  meant  <;^  flmt 
is  the  celebrated  case  of  Goblet  vs.  Beechey,  reported  in  S  jnl 
Simon,  page  24.  It  is  well  known  that  the  origin  of 
Wigram's  book  was  in  his  criticisms  on  that  case,  where  th 
Master  of  the  Bolls  allowed  parol  evidence  to  explain  whalfc 
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was  meant  by  a  provision  in  the  will.  This  ruling,  however, 
was  reversed  by  Lord  Chancellor  Brougham.  After  the  de- 
cision in  Goblet  vs.  Beechey,  came  the  case  of  Miller  vs. 
Traverse,  in  8  Bingham.  In  that  case  the  testator  devised 
in  a  particular  way  all  his  estates  in  the  county  of  Limerick 
and  the  city  of  Limerick.  It  appeared  that  the  testator 
possessed  estates  in  the  city  of  Limerick,  but  none  in  the 
county,  but  that  he  had  large  possessions  in  the  county  of 
Glare,  and  the  offer  was  made  to  prove  that,  in  the  original 
draft  of  his  will,  the  devise  had  been  of  all  his  lauds  in  the 
county  of  Clare  and  the  city  of  Limerick,  and  that,  by  a 
blunder  of  the  scrivener,  the  county  of  Limerick  had  been 
inserted  for  the  county  of  Clare.  This  case  was  heard,  on 
appeal,  by  Lord  Lyndhurst  and  Lord  Chief- Justice  Tindal, 
among  other  jadges,  and  their  opinions  were  delivered  at 
great  length  and  after  mature  examination,  and  it  was  there 
held  unanimously  by  the  judges  that  such  evidence  was  in- 
admissible. In  18  Howard  (see,  also,  11  Wharton),  in  the 
case  of  "Watkins  against  Allen,  this  case  of  Miller  vs.  Tra- 
verse is  adopted  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States 
as  expressing  the  correct  position  on  the  subject.  The  tes- 
tator in  the  present  case  does  not  say  that  his  property  was 
in  the  city  of  Washington,  and  it  cannot  be  doubted  that 
parol  evidence  to  that  extent  would  be  admissible  by  way  of 
identifying  the  property  named  by  him  in  the  will,  but  the 
argument  is  that  we  can  go  further  than  this  and  correct 
the  numbers  as  given  for  square  and  lot. 

NoW;  the  applicable  cases  seem  to  be  confined  to  instances 
of  what  Lord  Bacon  calls  "  equivocation  "  in  a  will,  recog- 
nizing the  principle  as  laid  down  by  him  that  parol  evidence 
was  admissible  '*  where  the  persons  or  things  may  be  equally 
designated  by  the  same  description,"  or  where  there  is  a  de- 
scription plain  enough  as  to  one  part  in  the  will  and  equivo- 
cal as  to  the  other,  the  equivocal  part  may  be  rejected  if 
enoogh  remains  to  let  us  see  what  the  testator  really  intended 
to  express,  or  portions  of  the  description  may  be  rejected, 
provided  there  is  something  left  certain,  as  if  a  man,  on 
mitinii;  his  will  on  the  back  of  a  deed,  should  say,  ^^  I  give 
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the  piece  of  land  conveyed  to  me  by  the  within  deed  con- 
taining 100  acres,  lying  in  the  county  of  Dale/'  &c.y  he  ma; 
have  number  of  acres  wrong,  he  may  have  the  county  wrong 
and  he  may  have  the  position  wrong,  and  the  name  may 
incorrect,  and  yet  such  a  devise  may  be  sustained,  because 


sufficient  description  of  the  property  intended  is  evinced  b 
his  declaration  that  it  is  the  property  conveyed  by  the  deecuzi 
that  is  pointed  out  in  the  will — in  other  words,  one  thinj 
may  be  incorrect  and  be  corrected  by  another,  if  there  i 
anything  to  correct  it  by.  In  the  case  of  Wilkins  et  al.  w 
Allen,  18  Howard,  page  285,  the  whole  matter  is  decided  o 
the  strength  of  this  English  decision. 

Now,  applying  these  principles  here,  what  can  we  do 


the  devise  of  this  lot  ?     The  will  says,  "  lot   6,  in  sqna^Hre 
403,''  and  it  is  said  that  ought  to  be  read  lot  S  in  squa^Hre 
406.     The  first  thing  to  do  then  is  to  strike  out  the  uuuhhi- 
ber  of  the  lot  and  then  to  strike  out  the  number  of  tkrzie 
square.     What  then  remains  ?     Nothing  on  earth  but  th^^se 
*' improvements."    It   is  manifest  that   this  will  was  n^^ot 
drawn  by  a  lawyer  ;  it  jumbles  "improvements"  and  appimx- 
teuances  together,  and  leaves  out  words  of  limitation,  arftd 
makes  other  blunders  all  the  way  through,  and  to  admit  paro/ 
testimony  to  give  effect  to  the  blunders  of  this  man  is  to  do 
the  very  thing  which  the  statute  was  designed  to  prevent. 
The  recent  important  cases  seem  to  be  within  the  principle  I 
have  just  enunciated.    For  instance,  a  New  Hampshire  case 
where  the  property  was  described  wrongly,  but  was  identified 
as  "  the  piece  I  bought  of  A  ;"  a  case  reported  in  2  Washing- 
ton's Reports,  where  "  a  lot  on  Fourth  street  in  the  occupa- 
tion of  A  and  B,"  was  held  to  pass  a  lot  on  Third  street  in 
the  occupation  of  the  persons  named ;  a  case  in  Indianfti 
where  the  northeast  quarter  of  a  township  was  devised  and 
the  northwest  quarter  was  held  to  pass,  the  rest  of  the  de- 
scription being  there  sufficient ;  the  case  in  20  Missouri,  on 
page  239,  where  the  sections  devised  were  right,  bat  the 
township  wrong,  and  the  property  was  identified  in  the  will 
by  it  saccessibility  to  the  "  Big  Spring  ;"  the  case  of  Kte- 
patrick  vs.  Fitzpatrick,  in  86  Iowa,  where  the  testatrix  de- 
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vised  the  west  half  of  the  northeast  quarter,  which  she  did 
not  own,  instead  of  the  east  half  of  the  southwest  quarter, 
which  was  her  property,  and  where  the  plaintiff  offered 
proof  that  a  similar  mistake  to  that  insisted  on  in  thtb  case 
of  Miller  vs.  Traverse  had  occurred,  and  to  prove  by  the 
scrivener  that  the  description  originally  given  to  him  was 
the  correct  one,  but  the  offer  of  parol  proof  was  rejected. 
In  the  case  of  Wetheree's  Lessee  vs.  Bascoville,  the  circum- 
stances were  quite  touching: ;  a  settler  in  the  far  west,  killed 
by  Indians,  while  dying  had  at  the  door  of  his  cabin  dictated 
his  will  to  a  neighbor  ;  it  happened  that,  possibly  through 
want  of  familiarity  with  the  subject,  the  scrivener  incor- 
rectly recited  the  instructions  of  the  testator,  and  this  fact 
was  so  evident  that  the  heirs  for  many  years  had  held  the 
property  among  themselves  according  to  the  verbal  directions 
of  the  testator,  and  against  the  written  devises  in  the  will. 
When,  however,  a  claim  was  made  under  the  language  of 
the  will,  the  Supreme  Court  held  that  parol  evidence  of 
what  the  testator  directed  the  scrivener  to  write  was  inad- 
missible and  that  the  devises,  as  expressed  in  the  will  were 
conclusive  upon  the  rights  of  the  parties.  It  results,  in  the 
language  of  the  court  in  the  case  of  Jackson  vs.  Van  Vach- 
ten,  in  11  John.,  page  201,  that  "  in  cases  of  this  kind,  where 
there  is  no  sufficient  description  in  the  will,  independent  of 
that  which  is  false,  the  devise  fails  for  uncertainty.  It  would 
be  impossible  for  counsel  ever  to  advise  with  confidence  as  to 
a  title  derived  under  a  will  if,  as  in  the  present  instance, 
after  the  expiration  of  nearly  fifty  years,  it  is  admissible  by 
parol  evidence  to  prove  that  a  devise  of  property  distinctly 
described  in  the  will,  was  in  fact  a  devise  of  another  portion 
not  named  in  the  will  and  differing  in  location  and  in  all 
other  points  of  description,  and  if,  under  the  sanction  of 
this  statute  of  frauds,  such  evidence  is  to  be  admitted,  we 
may  well,  in  the  language  of  an  English  judge,  say  that  its 
title  should  be  changed  and  that  it  should  be  called  ^^an  aJtt  for 
the  promotion  of  fraud  and  the  encouragement  of  perjuries." 

The  rulings  below  are  affirmed. 

The  Ohibf  Justicb  dissented. 
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George  T.  Jones  vs.  William  W.  Warden. 

*  In  Equity,    No.  7389. 

(  Decided  April  18, 188S. 

e  The  Chief  Justice  and  Jastices  Cox  and  Jamis  ulWng. 

Plaintiff  filed  his  bill  to  obtain  the  surrender  of  a  certificate  of  stock. 
He  alleged  that  the  defendant  obtained  it  from  him  with  the  ander- 
standing  that  it  was  to  be  used  for  the  purpose  of  exercising,  in  some 
way,  an  improper  infiuence  with  certain  officials  of  the  govemment  to 
inure  to  the  benefit  of  plaintiff  and  defendant. 

Hdd,  That  on  plaintiff 's  own  statement  equity  would  deny  him  relief. 

The  Case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

S.  S.  Henklb  and  John  E.  Norris  for  plaintiff. 
Birnet  &  BiRNBT  for  defendant. 

Mr.  Justice  James  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  plaintiff  states  in  his  bill  that  he  holds  a  promiasorj 
note  of  the  defendant  for  $4,629.96,  and  that  the  defendant 
undertook  to  secure  the  payment  of  it  by  depositing  with 
him  two  certificates  of  stock  of  the  Columbian  Bank  Note 
Company  ;  that  afterwards  defendant  came  to  him  with  ref- 
erence to  a  matter  which  the  company  had  before  the  Treas- 
ury Department,  and  fraudulently  and  falsely  represented 
to  him  that  he,  defendant,  had  great  influence  with  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  and  by  deception,  and  with  frau-- 
dulent  intent  and  purpose,  induced  the  plaintiff  to  loan 
temporarily   one  of  these  certificates^  and  that   he  noiw^n^  %,^ 
refuses  to  return  the  same.    His  bill  concludes  with  a  prayeK-^^ier 
that  the  defendant  be  required  to  surrender  the  certificate^^,^ 
or  if  sold,  for  its  value  and  for  general  relief.     The  defend-E^. 
ant,  in  his  answer,  denies  that  he  falsely  represented  that  h»^^z±d 
had  great  influence  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Treaauryy  anc^  .^ad 
in  short,  denies  that  he  did  any  of  the  fraudulent  things^ 
charged.    The  plaintifl'  does  not  state  in  so  many  words  tha^^BAt 
Warden  made  these  statements  knowing  that  be  had  ncd^BOt 
great  influence  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  bat  d^ 
say  that  he  pretended  that  he  had.    Testimony  was 


on  both  sides.    Jones,  as  a  witness  in  his  own  behalf,  mere! 
stating  his  story  over  again,  says  that  the  defendant 
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sented  to  him  that  it  was  important  to  show  to  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Treasury  that  he,  defendant,  was  a  stockholder 
in  the  company,  and  that  he  wanted  one  of  his  certificates 
of  stock  to  show  to  the  Secretary,  in  order  to  convince  him 
of  that  fact.  The  defendant,  on  the  other  hand^  appearing 
as  a  witness  on  his  own  behalf,  swears  that  the  plaintiff, 
"wanted  him  to  perform  certain  services  for  the  company,  and 
that  the  plaintiff,  being  largely  interested  in  whatever  the 
company  might  achieve,  was  willing  to  pay  him  a  fee,  and 
that  he  agreed  to  compensate  him  by  giving  him  at  once,  as 
a  retainer,  one  of  these  certificates. 

It  appears,  therefore,  that  the  answer  completely  denies, 
nuder  oath,  the  allegations  of  the  bill,  and  that  the  defend- 
ant, as  a  witness,  as  completely  contradicts  the  story  of  the 
plaintiff  as  a  witness,  and  to  the  defendant's  testimony  is 
added  that  of  his  son,  which,  thoagh  not  very  definite,  seems 
to  sustain  in  rather  a  general  way  the  story  of  the  defend- 
ant.   It  seems  that  a  contract  made  with  the  Columbian 
Bank  Note  Co.  by  a  former  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  had 
been  rescinded  by  his  successor,  and  that  the  object  of  the 
defendant's  services  was  to  persuade  the  new  Secretary  to 
revoke  that  order  and  restore  the  contract.    Now  for  that 
purpose  it  was  entirely  unnecessary  for  the  defendant  to 
appear  as  a  stockholder  ;  he  could  make  his  argument  just 
as  well  in  his  capacity  as  a  lawyer,  as  in  his  capacity  as  an 
owner  of  stock. .   But  the  plaintiff  avers  that  he  understood 
the  defendant's  purpose  in  obtaining  the  certificate  was  that 
it  might  be  used  in  some  way  to  obtain  that  which  argument 
coald  not  secure.    If  the  certificate  was  to  be  put  to  such  a 
use  it  was  clearly  to  exert  an  improper  influence,  and  the 
plaintiff  in  his  own  statement  would  be  left  by  a  court  of 
equity  just  where  it  found  him.    But  the  plaintiffs  case  is, 
as  we  have  seen,  wholly  denied  by  the  answer,  and  his  testi- 
mony is  in  the  same  manner  denied  by  the  defendants's  tes- 
timony, with  some  little  addition  from  that  of  his  son.    The 
bill  might  here  be  dismissed,  but  as  the  question  of  owner- 
dup  of  this  stock  does  not  seem  to  be  clearly  raised,  and  as 
we  have  some  doubt  as  to  who  in  the  end  should  be  entitled 
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to  it,  we  are  not  willing  to  conclude  the  plaintiff  by  our  in- 
ability  to  give  relief,  if  he  shouhl  .^how  a  case  entitling  him 
to  any  ;  we  will  therefore  dismiss  the  bill  without  prejadice. 


Qkorge  W.  Phillips,  Receiver, 

vs. 
S.  S.  Smoot  and  Alexander  R.  Shepherd. 

At  Law.    No.  16,191. 

5  Decided  May  1, 188S. 

I  The  Cmsp  Justice  and  Justices  Cox  and  Jaxbs  sittlof . 

1.  Plaintiff  sued  defendant  as  guarantor,  declaring  on  a  paper  purport- 
ing to  be  the  guaranty  of  the  defendant  and  described  it  as  bearing 
date  November  13,  1874.  The  principal  contract  bore  date  November 
13, 1874,  and  was  signed  by  the  principal  only :  at  the  foot  thereof, 
and  on  the  same  f^heet  of  paper,  was  the  contract  of  guaranty  signed 
by  defendant  only ;  it  bore  no  date,  but  referred  in  its  terms  to  tbe 
principal  contract ;  it  was  proven  by  parol  evidence  that  both  con- 
tracts were  signed  the  same  day. 

Held^  That  these  contracts  were  separate  instruments  and  that  thi 
guaranty  b«ing  signed  by  a  different  party  did  not  rake  its  date  from 
the  principal  contract;  as  it  was  not  dated,  it,  therefore,  did  not 
conform  to  the  paper  described  in  the  declaration  and  was  not 
admissible  in  evidence  to  prove  the  court  act  of  the  defendant. 

2.  A  receiver  appointed  to  take  possession  of  property,  but  required  b7 
the  order  appointing  him  to  give  bond  before  proceeding  to  act,  can* 
not,  until  such  bond  is  given,  legally  dispossess  a  party  in  possession. 

3.  If  a  party  being  rightfully  iii  possession  of  real  estate,  sign  a 
lease  agreeing  to  pay  rent  to  one  whom  he  supposes  to  be  a  reoeiyer 
with  authority  to  take  possession  of  the  property,  he  is  not  estopped 
from  afterwards  showing  the  want  of  authority  and  title  on  tiie  part 
of  the  lessor ;  such  a  case  does  not  come  within  the  rule  that  the  ten- 
ant shall  not  deny  the  title  of  his  landlord. 

Statement  of  the  Case. 

Motion  for  new  trial  on  exceptions. 

The  plaintiff  began  this  suit  by  filing  the  following  dec- 
laration entitled  as  above : 

"  The  plaintiff  is  receiver  in  a  certain  cause  pending  in 
the  Supreme  Court  of  the  District  of  Columbia  between 
Hugh  A.  Maughlin,  plaintiff,  and  Charles  H.  Winder  etal., 
defendants,  said  cause  numbered  4002,  Equity  docket  14, 
and  sues  by  virtue  of  a  certain  decree  passed  in  said  cause  od 
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the  18th  day  of  November^  A.  D.  1874,  and  a  certain  other 
^rder  made  therein  on  the  13th  d.iv  December,  1875. 

'^  And  the  plaintiff  sues  the  defendants  for  that  the  plain- 
tiff did  on  the  18th  day  of  November,  A.  D,  1874,  at  the 
<iij  of  Washington,  District  of  Coulmbia,  demise  that  cer- 
tain dwelling  house  and  premises  numbered,  &c.,  in  the  city 
of  Washington,  to  the  defendant,  Samuel  S.  Smoot,  to  hold 
and  occupy  the  said  premises  at  a  monthly  rental  of  $166. 
66f  to  be  paid  on  the  last  day  of  each  calendar  month  as  long 
as  said  renting  should  continue,  in  consideration  whereof 
the  said  defendant,  Samuel  S.  Smoot,  by  his  deed  dated  on 
sud  18th  day  of  November,  A.  D.  1874,  at  the  city  of  Wash- 
ington, in  the  court  to  be  produced,  covenanted  to  pay  to 
the  plaintiff  the  sum  of  $166.66f  on  the  last  day  of  each 
calendar  month  so  long  as  the  said  renting^  should  continue. 

''And  the  defendant,  Alexander  R.  Shepherd,  by  his  deed 
dated  said  18th  day  of  November,  A.  D.  1874,  at  said  city 
of  Washington,  in  court  to  be  produced,  covenanted  and 
agreed  in  consideration  of  said  letting  from  the  plaintiff  to 
the  defendant,  Smoot,  to  assure  and  guarantee,  and  did  in 
fact  assure  and  guarantee,  to  the  plaintiff  the  prompt  pay- 
ment of  the  rent  covenanted  to  be  paid  by  the  said  defend- 
ant, Smoot,  as  hereinbefore  set  forth.  And  the  plaintiff 
aveiB  that  the  defendant,  Smoot,  took  possession  of  said 
premises  and  still  continues  in  possession  thereof,  and  further 
the  plaintiff'  says  there  is  now  due  him  as  rent  under  said 
lease  the  sum  of  $1,666.66}  with  interest  on  the  same  as 
follows  :  On  $166,661  from  March  81,  1876  ;  on  $166.66} 
from  April  80, 1875  ;  on  $166.66}  from  May  31, 1875  ;  on 
1166.66}  from  June  80, 1875 ;  on  $166.66}  from  July  81, 1875  ; 
on  $166.66}  from  August  81, 1875  ;  on  $166.66}  from  Sep- 
tember 80, 1875  ;  on  $166.66}  from  October  81, 1875  ;  on 
1166.66}  from  November  80, 1875  ;  on  $166.66}  from  De- 
oember  81,  1875. 

And  plaintiff  avers  that  demand  has  been  made  upon  the 
aud  defendants,  Smoot  and  Shepherd,  for  the  payment  of 
the  said  sum  due  as  aforesaid,  but  that  the  same  has  not 
been  paid  nor  any  part  thereof.     Wherefore  the  plain tff 
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claims  the  said  sum  of  $1,666,661  with  interest  thereon  tt 
aforesaid  and  costs. 

To  this  declaration  the  defendants  {jleaded  separately. 
Smoot  pleading : 

1st.  Non  est  factum. 

2d.  At  the  time  of  bringing  this  suit  defendant  held  the 
right  to,  and  the  possession  of,  said  premises,  of  which  he 
had  not  been  divested,  and  said  lease  passed  nothing  to  him. 

8d.  The  said  lease  was  executed  by  the  plaintiff  without 
authority  and  is  void  in  law. 

Issue  was  joined  upon  the  first  plea  and  to  the  second  and 
third  pleas  plaintiff  replied : 

That  the  said  defendant  accepted  possession  of  the  demised 
premises  from  the  plaintiff  under  the  lease  declared  upon 
and  is  estopped  from  disputing  the  lessor's  title. 

Upon  this  replication  issue  was  joined,  Shepherd  pleaded: 

1st.  Non  est  factum. 

2d.  Want  of  notice  of  Smoot's  failure  and  default. 

Issue  was  joined  on  the  first  plea  and  to  the  second  a  d^ 
murrer  was  interposed  which  at  the  trial  was  sustained. 

On  the  trial  plaintiff  offered  in  evidence  the  following 
paper  writings  purporting  to  have  been  executed  by  the  de- 
fendants to  plaintiff: 

"  This  indenture  made  this  18th  day  of  November,  A.  D.j 
1874,  between  George  W.  Phillips,  receiver  in  a  cause  pen- 
ding in  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  District  of  Colnmbia, 
numbered  4002,  Equity  Dock.,  of  the  first  part ;  and  Samuel 
S.  Smoot,  of  the  city  of  Washington,  District  aforesaid,  of 
the  second  part,  witnesseth  that  the  said  party  of  the  fiist 
part  hereby  leases  to  the  said  party  of  the  2d  part  the  prem- 
ises numbered  211  4 J  street,  northwest,  in  said  city  of  Wash- 
ington, at  a  monthly  rental  at  the  rate  of  $166.66},  to  be 
paid  on  the  last  day  of  each  calendar  month  so  long  as  slid 
renting  shall  continue. 

^^  In  case  the  said  rent,  or  any  monthly  payment  of  the 
same  shall  riot  be  paid  punctually  on  the  day  when  the  same 
shall  become  due,  but  shall  remain  due  and  unpaid  five  da/s 
after  the  same  shall  become  due^  then  at  the  option  of  the 
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;  this  lease  shall  at  once  cease  and  determine  and  the 
id  receiver  shall  enter  without  previous  notice  of  any  sort, 
il  such  being  hereby  waived.  The  said  party  of  the  second 
hereby  agrees  to  pay  the  rent  above  reserved  promptly 
the  same  shall  become  due,  and  consents  to  the  forfeiture 
^^nd  re-entry  hereinbefore  provided  for  at  the  option  of  the 
TesBor  in  case  of  default  in  payment  of  said  rent. 

^^It  is  understood  by  all  parties  that  this  lease  shall  com- 
mence from  the  date  of  this  indenture  this  13th  day  of 
ifovember,  1874. 

"  Samuel  S.  Smoot,  ( Seal,) 

"  G.  W.  Phillips,  Receiver j  (Seal.) 
**  Chas.  H.  Winder,  Witness:' 

At  the  foot  of  this  lease  and  on  the  same  sheet  of  paper 
was  the  following  : 

"I,  Alex.  R.  Shepherd,  of  the  city  of  Washington,  D.  of 
C,  in  consideration  of  the  letting  aforesaid,  do  hereby  as- 
sure and  guarantee  to  the  lessor  named  in  said  lease  the  prompt 
payment  of  the  rent  reserved  therein,  and  in  case  the  same 
IB  not  paid  by  the  said  lessee,  I  hereby  make  myself  respon- 
sible for  the  same,  and  I  consent  that  the  clause  therein 
providing  for  a  forfeiture  shall  apply  at  the  option  of  the 
lessor  and  at  his  option  only. 

^^  Alex.  B.  Shepherd.     (Seal.) 
"  Chas.  H.  Winder,  Witness:' 

The  defendant  objected  to  the  admission  of  either  of  these 
instruments,  but  the  objection  was  overruled  by  the  court. 
Plaintiff  then  testified  that  after  his  appointment  as  re- 
ceiver he  visited  the  premises  described  in  the  declaration 
Which  he  found  in  the  possession  of  the  defendant  Samuel 
8.  Smoot,  that  thereupn  he  informed  Smoot  of  his  (plain- 
tiff^s)  appointment,  and  said  to  him  that  unless  he  at  once 
^^ve  bim  a  lease  with  good  security  he  would  dispossess  him 
^jid  the  same  day  the  lease  and  guaranty  of  the  defendants 
"^ere  furnished,  that  several  months  rent  was  paid  by  Smoot, 
l>ut  that  all  the  rent  claimed  was  due  and  unpaid.    The  order 

of  the  court  in  equity  authorizing  and  directing  plaintiff  to 
88 
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sue  was  iutroduced,  and  plaintift',  after  admitting  that  he 
bad  never  given  bond  as  receiver  in  said  equity  cause,  rested 
his  case. 

Defendant  then  oftered  in  evidence  the  order  appoiuting 
plaintitt*  receiver.  This  order,  which  was  entitled  in  the 
equity  cause,  and  dated  November  13, 1874,  after  appoint- 
ing the  plaintift'  receiver  and  declaring  that  "as  such  re- 
ceiver "  he  is  authorized  and  directed  to  demand  and  recover 
possession  "  of  the  premises  in  question  "  and  to  rent  the 
said  premises  and  receive  rents  therefor,  "and  further  or- 
dered "  that  the  said  receiver  be/ore  proceediug  to  ad  as  such 
file  in  this  court  his  bond  with  surety  to  be  approved  by  the 
court,  conditioned  in  the  penal  sum  of  two  thousand  dollars, 
for. the  faithful  performance  of  his  duties  as  said  receiver." 

The  defendants  then  rested,  and  thereupon  requested  the 
court  to  instruct  the  jury  as  follows  : 

-  "If  the  jury  find  from  the  whole  evidence  that  the  order 
appointing  the  plaintift*  receiver,  provided  that  before  pro- 
ceeding to  act  as  such,  he  should  file  a  bond  with  surety,  to  be 
approved  by  the  court,  conditioned  for  the  faithful  perform- 
ance of  his  duties  as  said  receiver,  and  that  the  plaintiff 
ijeyer  complied  with  said  order  by  filing  such  bond,  and  they 
further  find  that  the  defendant,  Smoot,  was  in  posses- 
sion of  oaid  property,  and  that  the  defendants  executed  said 
lease  and  guaranty  under  mistake  and  misapprehension  of 
the  authority  of  said  receiver,  the  plaintiif  is  not  entitled 
to  recover." 

•  The  court,  however,  refused  to  so  instruct  the  jury,  but 
directed  a  verdict  to  be  rendered  for  plaintiff",  which  was 
accordingly  done.  To  the  refusal  of  the  court  to  exclude 
the  lease  and  guaranty  as  evidence  and  to  instruct  the  jury 
as  prayed,  and  to  the  instruction  of  the  court  to  the  jury  to 
find  for  plaintiff*,  the  defendants  excepted  and  moved  id 
general  term  for  a  new  trial. 

A.  C.  Bradley  for  defendants  : 

« 

1.  The  contract  of  guaranty  was  improperly  admitted  w 
evidence  in  support  of  the  second  count  of  the  declaration : 
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Because  it  is  averred  that  "  defendant,  Shepherd,  by  his 
deod  dated  said  13th  day  of  November,  A.  D.  1874,"  and 
th.o  same  is  not  dated.  1  Ch.  PL,  16  Arn.  Ed.  Perkins, 
818.  1  Greenl.  Ev.,  sec.  56,  58,  61  ;  Lord  Eaym.,  1043  ;  2 
Campb.,  807,  note;  4  East  Rep.,  477;  Stephens  vs.  Graham, 
7  S,  and  R.,  605  ;  Church  vs.  Fetterow,  2  Pa.,  301  ;  Metcalf 
vs.  Standeford,  1  Bibb.,  618  ;  Grant  vs.  Winn  et  al.,  7 
Mo.,  188. 

Because  there  is  a  further  variance  between  the  statement 
of  tbe  contract  in  the  declaration  and  the  proof.  I  Ch. 
H.,  268-9,  and  cases  316-7  ;  1  Greenl.  Ev.,  58,  66,  69. 

2-  The  plaintiff  had  no  title,  or  authority  as  receiver,  be- 
cause he  never  complied  with  the  order  appointing  him,  by 
executing  the  required  bond.  Thompson  on  Prov.  Rem.y 
478,  480,  481;  Edwards  on  Recrs.,  98  and  99;  High  on 
^^'^cti-s,  sec.  121 ;  1  Sm.  Ch.  Pr.,  628,  635  ;  Banks  vs.  Potter, 
21  Blow.  Pr.,  471-2  ;  Winchester  Tr.,  vs.  The  Union  Bank 
^^  Salto.,  2  G.  and  J.,  73, 79;  Johnson  r5..  Martin,  1  Thomp. 
*  Oook,  (K.  Y.),  504. 

S-    Defendant  Smoot  is  not  estopped  to  avail  himself  of 

^^   "Vrant  of  title  and  authority  in  the  receiver,  because  he 

^^     in  possession  of  the  property,  of  his  own  right,  and 

^-^ilct  in  possession,  was  induced  by  the  representations  and 

^'^mts  of  the  receiver,  and  under  mistake  of  his  authority, 

^      ^^ake  a  lease  from  him.    Bigelow  on  Estoppel,  lix.,  856- 

5^^:,.  864  ;  Tewksberry  r5.  Magraff,  38  Cal,  237  ;  Swift  vs. 

r^^^n,  11  Vt.,  826  ;  Shultz  &  Hurd  vs.  Elliott,  11  Humph., 

^^^  5  Cornish  vs.  Searall,  8  B.  &  C,  471;  Franklin  vs.  Merida, 

*^  _53al.,  558  ;  Miller  vs.  McBrien,  14  S.  &  R.,  882. 

is  immaterial  so  far  as  this  defense  is  concerned,  whether 
^  lease  is  parol  or  under  seal,  see  Bigelow  Estop.,  lix,  348, 
>,  852. 

And  moreover,  the  estoppel  pleaded  is  only  an  estoppel 
pais. 

4.  Defendant  Shepherd  is  not  estopped  to  deny  the  title 
md  authority  of  the  receiver  :  because  as  to  him  there  can 
^^  no  estoppel  in  pais.    Bigelow  Estop.,  75,  xlix. 

And  there  is  no  estoppel  by  deed :  and,  moreover,  he  does 
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not  deny  any  statement  or  recital  in  the  deed.    Sepp  vs 
Wiggett,  10  C.  B,,  36. 

Jas.  G.  Payne  and  R.  Ross  Perry  for  plaintiff. 

Mr.  Justice  James  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court : 

It  appears  in  this  case  that  in  a  certain  chancery  suit  th 
plaintiff,  Phillips,  was  appointed  receiver  of  the  propert; 
involved  therein,  with  direction  ^'  that  the  said  receiver,  be 
fore  proceeding  to  act  as  such,  file  in  this  court  his  bon( 
with  surety  to  be  approved  by  the  court."  Without  filinj 
his  bond  as  required  he  called  upon  Mr.  Smoot,  who  was  ii 
possession  of  the  premises,  to  attorn  to  him,  saying  that  i 
he  did  not  he  would  turn  him  out.  Thereupon  an  arrange 
ment  was  made  by  which  Smoot  was  to  pay  $166.66}  pe 
month  rent  and  to  take  a  lease,  which  was  dated  the  13tl 
of  November,  1874.  •  That  lease  runs  in  the  following  words 

*^  This  indenture  made  this  13th  day  of  November,  A.  D. 
1874,  between  George  W.  Phillips,  receiver  in  a  cause  pend 
ing  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  num 
bered  4002,  Equity  Doc,  of  the  first  part ;  and  Samuel  S 
Smoot,  of  the  city  of  Washington,  District  aforesaid,  of  th< 
second  part,  witnesseth  that  the  said  party  of  the  first  par 
hereby  leases  to  the  said  party  of  the  second  part,  the  premisei 
numbered  211  Four-and-half  street,  northwest,  in  said  cit 
of  Washington,  at  a  monthly  rental  at  the  rate  of  $166.66} 
to  be  paid  on  the  last  day  of  each  calendar  month  so  long  a 
said  renting  shall  continue. 

"  In  case  the  said  rent,  or  any  monthly  payment  of  the  sam 
shall  not  be  paid  punctually  on  the  day  when  the  same  sha? 
become  due,  but  shall  remain  due  and  unpaid  five  days  aft€ 
the  same  shall  become  due,  then  at  the  option  of  the  lessor 
this  lease  shall  at  once  cease  and  determine  and  the  sai 
receiver  shall  enter  without  previous  notice  of  any  sort,  m 
such  being  hereby  waived.  The  said  party  of  the  secoin 
part  hereby  agrees  to  pay  the  rent  above  reserved  prompt- 
as  the  same  shall  become  due,  and  consents  to  the  forfeitoj 
and  re-entry  hereinbefore'  provided  for  at  the  option  of  t'  - 
lessor  in  case  of  default  in  payment  of  said  rent. 
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^^  It  is  understood  by  all  parties  that  this  lease  shall  com- 
ce  from  the  date  of  this  indenture  this  13th  day  of 
November,  1874. 

"  Samuel  8.  Smoot,  (Seal.) 

"  G.  W.  Phillips,  Receiver.  (Seal.) 
Chas.  H.  Winder,  Witness. 


[r.  Phillips  required  that  Smoot  should  give  security. 
^^^  the  same  paper,  therefore,  with  this  lease  the  defendant 
Shepherd  signed  the  following  : 

^^  I,  Alexander  R.  Shepherd,  of  the  city  of  Washington, 
^*  of  C,  in  consideration  of  the  letting  aforesaid,  do  hereby 
^^^xmre  and  guarantee  to  the  lessor  named  in  said  lease  the 
I^^^^^rnpt  payment  of  the  rent  reserved  therein,  and  in  case  the 
^^^cxe  is  not  paid  by  the  lessee,  I  hereby  make  myself  respon- 
^3^T«  for  the  same,  and  I  consent  that  the  clause  therein  pro- 
mg  for  a  forfeiture  shall  apply  at  the  option  of  the  lessor 
at  his  option  only." 


This  is  simply  signed  Alex.  R.  Shepherd,  with  a  witness. 

Tliat  paper  itself  is  not  separately  dated,  while  the  lease, 

-^^st  below  the  foot  of  which  this  paper  of  Shepherd's  is 

^^ritten,  is  dated  November  18th,  1874.    It  was  proved  that 

^lie  signature  of  Shepherd  was  made  on  the  same  day  with 

^le  other.    The  plaintiff  has  joined  these  two  parties  as 

^oint  obligors,  and  has  set  forth  that  Shepherd,  by  a  deed  of 

^  certain  date,  given  plaintiff,  undertook  as  that  paper  sets 

^orth. 

The  first  question  presented,  is  whether  this  paper  con- 
forms to  the  description  in  the  declaration.  The  plaintiff 
testifies  that  it  is  a  paper  dated  the  13th  of  November,  1874. 
XJnless  it  is  so  dated,  under  a  proper  construction  of  these 
t;wo  papers,  it  is  not  the  paper  declared  on.  We  are  unani- 
mously of  opinion  that  these  are  separate  instraments. 
Ihey  are  signed,  one  by  Smoot  and  the  other  by  Shepherd. 
And  although  Smoot's  paper  is  dated,  the  other  is  not,  for, 
1>eing  a  paper  containing  a  signature  of  another  party,  and 
1)eing  an  instrument  of  itself,  it  does  not  take  its  date  from 
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the  fot-raer.  Nor  does  not  itt  its  terms  embody  the  other  in 
such  a  way  as  to  show  that  it  is  part  of  that  other.  It  re- 
fers to  another  paper  and  adopts  some  of  its  terms,  but  we 
do  not  think  that  makes  it  the  same  instrument,  any  more 
than  a  page  which  refers  to  some  other  page  is  a  part  of  the 
page  referred  to.  It  was  error,  therefore,  to  admit  it  in 
evidence. 

There  is  another  point  to  which  we  might  speak  as  we 
have  no  doubt  on  the  subject.  It  is  the  question  as  to  the 
right  of  the  receiver  to  maintain  his  action  as  landlord. 

It  is  claimed  that  inasmuch  as  Smoot  took  possession  un^er 
this  alleged  lessor  he  is  estopped  to  deny  title.  We  are  of 
opinion  that  until  the  receiver  had  given  his  bond  he  had, 
as  against  Smoot,  no  right  of  possession. 

The  court  directed  that  the  receiver  should  take  awa; 
Smoot's  possession  and  hold  the  property  for  the  court. 
Until  his  possession  should  be  taken  away,  in  strict  pursuances 
of  that  order,  he  was  rightfully  in  possession.  Therefore 
when  the  receiver  demanded  of  Smoot  that  he  attorn  t 
him,  he  made  the  demand  upon  a  man  who  was  there  claim- 
ing to  be  in  possession  of  his  own  right.  He  could  not  b» 
displaced  until  the  order  of  the  court  appointing  the  receive^^  "  -er 
was  complied  with,  to  wit,  that  before  the  receiver  should ^X^  jl  Id 
act  as  such  he  should  give  bond. 

That  being  their  situation,  the  receiver,  having  given 
bond,  had  no  legal  right  to  the  possession,  and  the  defen 
ant  being  in  possession  as  of  his  own  right  when  that  d 
mand  was  made  on  him,  it  cannot  be  said,  in  law,  that 
making  this  lease  he  took  possession  under  the  receiver ; 
he  did  was  to  use  words^  he  did  no  act.    We  do  not  thi 
that  the  circumstances  of  this  case  bring  it  within  that  w* 
known  class  of  cases  which  declare  that  if  a  person  goes  i 
possession  under  another  he  cannot  deny  his  title. 

The  result  of  our  conclusion  is,  that  the  judgment  ^^^m^nst 
be  reversed  and  the  case  remanded. 
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NlELAUS  JOST  £T  AL.  V&.  ABRAHAM  JOST  ET  AL. 

Inequity.    No.  7,601. 

5  Decided  May  R,  1888. 

i  The  Ohibf  Jubtick  and  Justices  Cox  and  Jambs  sitting. 

•  '^VTiere  a  particular  estate  is  devised  to  one  with  remainder  to  the  de- 
visor's hdrs^-iaw^  the  remaindermen  take  the  same  estate  which  the 
X^^^  would  have  cast  upon  them  if  the  devisor  had  died  intestate  as  to 
^lle  remainder.    And  in  such  case,  for  tlie  purpose  of  ascertaining  the 

«j    *ieir8,  the  will  is  to  he  regarded  as  a  nullity. 

-    A.  treaty  between  the  United  States  and  a  foreign  power,  if  valid,  is 
^    Q«  much  a  part  of  the  law  of  the  land  as  the  common  law  or  statutes. 

*  Under  the  treaty  of  1850,  between  Switzerland  and  the  United  States, 
citizens  of  Switzerland  may  inherit  of  citizens  of  the  United  States 
iu  the  same  manner  as  any  other  citizens  of  this  country. 

The  Case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

R.  D.  MussEY  for  plaintifts  : 

Our  contention  is  that,  immediately  upon  the  re-marriage 
^^f  Mrs.  Jost,  the  title  to  the  realty  theretofore  enjoyed  by 
-'^er,  vested  in  them,  subject  to  a  charge  made  by  the  will 
^^f  $144  a  year  during  his  life  in  favor  of  Abraham  Jost. 
^^e  submit  the  following  points  : 

1.  A  fair  construction  of  the  will  charges  the  annuity  of 
^144  to  Abraham  upon  that  of  the  testator's  realty  which 
"Vras  not  given  to  Kiefer.  [And  which  as  a  matter  of  fact 
>Kiad  been  held  in  Jost's  name  for  Kiefer's  benefit.] 

-  n.  Assuming  for  the  present,  that  the  plaintiffs  and 
Abraham  are  equally  **  heirs-at-law  "  of  Benedict  it  is  fairly 
inferable  from  the  will  (though  not  free  from  doubt ),  that  the^ 
testator  did  not  intend  to  include  Abraham  among  the  re- 
mainder-men, after  the  duration  of  the  widow's  estate;  for 
specific  provision  was  made  for  Abraham  of  a  permanent 
character. 

m.  The  controversy  under  the  will  hinges  upon  the  de- 
£nition  to  be  given  to  the  phrase  heirs-ai-law. 

The  current  of  decisions  favors  a  definition  (when  realty 
is  spoken  of ),  equivalent  to  "those  who  would,  under  the- 
law,  inherit  the  realty." 

It  i^oald  be  considered,  too,  that  wills  have  largely  a 
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Roman  or  civil  law  origin.  Under  that  law  the  beneficiary 
of  the  testator  named  in  the  will  is  an  Adr,  and  the  heirS'Oi' 
law  are  those  on  whom  descent  would  be  cast  if  there  were 
no  will. 

The  plaintifts  are  Swiss — ^friendly  aliens.    Under  the  com* 
mon  law  descent  would  not  be  cast  on  them. 

But  the  treaty  stipulations    between    Switzerland  and 
the  United  States  abrogate  the  common  law  in  that  respect. 
Treaties  of  1847  and  1850.    See  Hauenstein  vs.  Lynham^ 
100  U.  S.,  483-490,  and  the  record  of  the  same  case  in  th< 
Virginia  Court  of  Appeals. 

These  treaties  belong  to  a  series  of  treaties  of  simil 
character  made  by  the  United  States  which  indicate  a  na-. 
tioual  policy. 

The  Executive  Departments  of  the  United  States  Gov- 
ernment have  given  a  similar  construction  to  them.    Foreij 
Relations,  1880,  952-3. 

"  Heirs-at-law  "  is  spoken  of  (alien)  natural  heirs  in  Chii 
vs.  Chirac's  Lessees,  2  Wheaton,  272. 

The  language  of  the  will,  heirs-at-law  to  be  divided  amon^ 
them  in  equal  shares^  excludes  the  idea  that  the  one  natonf^ 
ized  heir  was  meant ;  and  the  pleadings  and  proceedin| 
herein  disclose  reasons  in  Abraham's  mental  condition  wl 
the  testator  should  not  encumber  him  with  property. 

IV.  If  the  court  hold  it  was  the  intent  of  the  testator 
convey  the  remainder  to  his  foreign  heirs,  their  alienage 
no  bar.    See  the  Spratt  cases  construing  the  act  of 
land  of  December  19,  1790,  in  1  Peters,  328,  and  4  Pel 
892. 

V.  Should  the  court  hold  that  the  devise  was  to  the  m 
ralized  one  of  the  heirs-at-law,  then  it  is  void,  and  the 
passes  by  descent.  Phillips  vs.  DashiePs  Lessee,  1  H.  &  ^^  J., 
478  ;  Medley  vs.  Williams,  7  G.  &  J.,  61 ;  Gilpin  vs.  HolliniK=n^ 
worth,  8  Md.,  190  ;  Barnitz's  Lessee  vs.  Casey,  7  Gr.,  46li^^&« 

.    Wm.  B.  Webb,  I.  G.  Kimball  and  W.  T.  S.  Cubtis     -»    for 
defendants : 

In  this  jurisdiction  no  alien  could  inherit  lands  from  a         <^^ 
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m ;  he  could  take  only  by  purchase.    Only  Abraham  Jost 
entitled. 

1.  As  this  is  a  devise  to  heirs-at-law.  it  is  void  and  the 

ir  takes  by  descent.    Harst  vs.  Earl  of  Winchelsea,  1  W. 

•,  187 ;  Scott  vs.  Scott,  1  Eden.,  462  ;  Ellis  et  al.  vs.  Page 

al.,  7   Gush.,  163  ;  Parsons  vs.  Winslow,  6   Mass.,  178  ; 

itney  vs.  Whitney,  14  Mass.,  90. 

S.  The  words  fieirs-ai-law  designate  a  class  and  when  used 

a  devise  refer  only  to  such  persons  as  are  appointed  by  law 

succeed  to  the  realty  in  case  of  intestacy.    Clark  vs.  Cor- 

et  al.,  4  Allen,  480  ;  Gwynne  vs.  Maddock,  14  Ves.,  488  j 

©  Seauvoir  vs.  De  Beauvoir,  3  H.  of  L.  Ca.,  544. 

testator  is  presumed  to  use  the  word  heirs  in  its  techni- 
sense.    2  Jarman  on  Wills,  1  to  5  ;  Campbell  vs.  Bawdon , 
^8  N.  Y.,  417. 

It  is  laid  down,  generally,  in  the  English  and  American 
that  a  devise  to  "  heirs-at-law  "  means  to  those  who  are 
at  the  testator's  death  unless  a  contrary  intent  is  clear. 
X>cw^  M.  Lawson,  8  East.,  278  ;  Bird  vs.  Lackie,  8  Hare,  301 ; 


^l>tK)tt  vs.  Bradstreet,  3  Allen,  587  ;  Judge  Qrier's  Opinion 
^    -Aspden's  Estate,  2  Wall.,  Jr.,  438  ;  Porter's  Appeal,  48 
n.  St.,  207  ;  Eby's  Appeal,  50  Penn.  St.,  311. 
«.  The  complainants  cannot  take  as  heirs-aUlaw.    An  alien 
be  an  heir  to  a  citizen.    Orr  vs.  Hodgson,  4  Wheaton, 
;  Jackson  vs.  Jackson,  7  Johns.,  215  ;  Smith  vs.  Zanes,  4 
,,  99 ;  1  Bacon  Abr.  Alien  C,  130  ;  1  Thomas'  Coke,  100 
:.  Comm.,  249  ;  3  Dessaus.,  100 ;  7  Rich.,  165;  Id.,  345 
vs.  Spratt,  1  Pet.,  848  ;  People  vs.  Canklin,  1  Hill,  67 
:arfax  vs.  Hunter,  7  Cr.,  619  ;  Levy's  Lessee  vs.  McCartee, 
^^t.,  102. 

.  If  it  be  contended  that  the  evident  intent  of  the  tes- 

►r  was  to  provide  for  his  alien  heirs,  it  is  answered  that 

can  be  shown  only  by  extrinsic  evidence,  and  this  is  not 

le  where  such  evidence  can  be  resorted  to.    Miller  vs. 

.vers,  8  Bing.,  244  ;  Bird  vs.  Luckie,  8  lEare,  308  ;  Driver 

Prank,  3  Maule  &  S.,  30 ;  Lomax  vs.  Holander,  1  Ves., 

;  Fenn  vs.  Lownds,  4  Bur.,  2250  ;  Doe,  dem.  Hiscocks  vs. 

iks,  6  M.  &  W.,  86 ,  Jackson  vs.  Hart,  12  Johns.,  88 ; 
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Doe,  dem.  Allen,  vs.  Allen,  12  Ad.  &  Ellis,  451 ;  l)oe  Hi 
Brown,  11  East,  441 ;  Mann  vs.  Mann's  Exrs.,  1  Johns.  Chi, 
236. 

It  remains  to  inquire  if  the  bar  of  alienage  is  removed  by 
the  treaty. 

The  treaty  can  only  operate  upon  such  an  estate  as  is  the 
subject  of  escheat,  and  to  make  the  treaty  applicable  to  the 
estate  of  a  citizen,  it  is  necessary  that  this  incident  of  es- 
cheat, which  gives  the  treaty  jurisdiction,  shall  have  occurred. 
See  Hall  vs.  Gittings,  2  H.  &  J.,  125  ;  People  vs.  Catting,  8 
Johns.,  1 ;  Sutliflfe  vs.  Forgey,  1  Cowen,  95  ;  Moor  rs.  White, 
6  Johns.  Ch.,  365  ;  Davison  vs.  Godfrey,  4  Or.,  322 ;  Spratt 
vs.  Spratt,  1  Pet.,  348. 

From  the  nature  of  things  the  whole  estate  must  escheat 
There  can  be  no  partial  escheat.  Weightman  vs.  Laborde, 
1  Spear,  490  ;  Mathews  vs.  Ward's  Lessee,  10  G.  &  J.,  451 ; 
Cf.  Washburn  on  Real  Property ;  Greenleafs  Cruise,  Vol. 
8,  899. 

Until,  therefore,  there  is  an  entire  failure  of  heirs  there 
can  be  no  escheat,  and  until  there  is  an  escheat  there  can  be 
no  jurisdiction  of  the  treaty.  But  here  there  is  an  heir 
capable  of  taking.  The  language  of  the  treaty  is  peculiar ; 
it  refers  to  realty  that  "  shall  fall "  to  a  citizen  who,  by 
reason  of  his  being  an  alien  to  the  countr/  where  it  is  located 
cannot  hold  it,  and  provides  that  such  estate  shall  not 
escheat  as  it  otherwise  would,  but  may  be  sold  and  the 
proceeds  removed.  It  is  not  the  province  of  a  treaty  ttf 
change  the  laws  of  descent  of  the  several  States  of  the 
Union.    See  United  States  vs.  Fox,  94  U.  S.,  820. 

Whatever  view  may  be  taken  of  the  eflfect  of  the  treaty 
upon  the  interest  and  estate  of  complainants  in  Benedict 
Jost's  property,  there  can  be  no  question  that  that  instru- 
ment cannot  aflfect  Abraham's  Jost's  title  to  that  property. 
He  is  an  "  heir-at-law,"  capable  of  inheriting  from  his 
brother,  and  holding  the  property.  Such  rights  cannot 
escheat. 

The  treaty  has  recently  been  discussed  by  the  Supreme 
Ooort  of  the  United  States.    Hauenstein  t;^.  Lynham,  100 
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-    fi..  488.    Hatienstein  was  an  alien  holding  property  in 
S  rginia.     When  he  died  his  estate  was  taken  possession  of 
Ihe  escheator  and  sold.    His  foreign  heirs  applied  for 
I'ief  under  the  treaty  and  were  refused  by  the  Virginia 
tirts.    The  Supreme  Court  gave  them  relief  but  it  did  so 
tirely  on  the  ground  that  Hauenstein  was  an  alien  himself, 
^  could  not  transmit  his  estate  to  alien  kin. 


r.  Justice  Cox  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

IBenedict  Jost,  a  citizen  of  Switzerland,  emigrated  to  the 

ited  States,  was  naturalized  and  afterwards  acquired  real 

.'fc^te,  by  purchase,  in  the  District  of  Columbia.    He  died 

tember  11, 1869,  after  making  a  will,  by  which  he  devised 

lixis  real  estate,  to  which  this  suit  relates,  for  the  use  of  his 

"\«rife,  durante  viduitaie,  with  remainder  to  his  heirs-at'laio^  to  be 

<li'vided  equally  between  them.    He  left  no  issue,  but  left  a 

'^^'idow  who  afterwards  married  again  and  died,  and  a  natu- 

^"^i^ed  brother  residing  in  the  District  of  Columbia,  and 

®^veral  brothers  and  sisters  and  the  descendants  of  others, 

^ho  reside  in  and  are  citizens  of  Switzerland. 

These  relatives  in  Switzerland  claim  to  be  heirs-at-law  and 
file  this  bill  for  a  sale  of  the  real  estate  and  a  distribution  of 
Its  proceeds.  The  validity  of  this  claim  has  been  discussed 
'^^   submitted  for  decision  as  a  preliminary  question  in  the 

^lie  will  purports  to  pass  to  the  heirs-at-law  just  the  same 
^^1^  which  the  law  would  cast  upon  them,  and  in  such  case 
^^'^  ^  title  is  referred  to  the  act  of  the  law,  and  the  will  is 


^^S'^rded  simply  as  a  nullity.    This  is  the  case  even  where  a 
£^^*<:iicular  estate  is  first  given  out  of  the  inheritance.    The 
^  therefore,  for  the  purposes  of  the  present  inquiry,  may 
;5)ut  out  of  the  case,  and  the  simple  inquiry  will  be,  on 
•t  persons  does  the  law  cast  the  title  to  this  property? 
'his  question  must  be  determined  on  general  principles 
^he  lex  loci  rei  sitce — the  law  of  the  place  where  the  prop- 
is  situated. 
_Jy  the  common  law,  in  force  in  the  District  of  Columbia, 
^^*^  title  to  this  property  would  descend  to  all  the  brothers 
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and  sisters  of  the  decedent,  or  their  descendants,  whohavd 
heritable  blood.  But  by  the  same  common  law  an  alien  is 
under  a  disability  to  inherit  realty  from  a  citizen.  And  no 
change  is  made  in  this  respect  by  the  Maryland  act  of  De- 
cember, 1791,  as  interpreted  by  the  Supreme  Ciourt  of  the 
United  States  in  Spratt  v.  Spratt,  1  Pet.,  323,  and  4  Pet.,  392. 

The  question  to  be  considered  is,  whether  the  treaty  be- 
tween the  United  States  and  Switzerland  of  1850,  which,  if 
valid,  is  as  much  a  part  of  the^.  law  of  the  land  as  the  common 
law  or  statutes,  makes  any  change  in  this  respect. 

The  main  provisions  that  are  pertinent  are  contained  in 
the  1st  and  8d  clauses  of  Article  5,  which  are  as  follows,  viz.: 
"The  citizens  of  each  one  of  the  contracting  parties  shall 
have  power  to  dispose  of  their  personal  property  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  other,  by  sale,  testament,  donation  or  in 
any  other  manner  ;  and  their  heirSy  whether  by  testament  or 
ab  intestate^  or  their  successors^  being  citizens  of  the  other  party) 
shall  succeed  to  the  said  property  or  inherit  i7,  and  they  may  iol^ 
possession  thereof,  either  by  themselves  or  by  others  acting  for 
them ;  they  may  dispose  of  the  same  as  they  may  think  prop^t 
paying  no  other  charges  than  those  to  which  the  inhabitants 
of  the  country  wherein  the  said  property  is  situated  shall  be 
liable  to  pay  in  a  similar  case. 

"  The  foregoing  provisions  shall  be  applicable  to  real  estate 
situated  within  the  States  of  the  American  Union,  or  withm 
the  Cantons  of  the  Swiss  confederation,  in  which  foreigners 
are  entitled  to  hold  or  inherit  real  estate." 

There  is  an  apparent  ambiguity  in  the  first  clause  which, 
however,  disappears  upon  a  careful  examination.  The  first 
sentence  clearly  applies  only  to  property  which  a  citizen  of 
one  country  may  leave  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  other, 
and,  as  applied  to  this  case,  would  only  affect  property  wMch 
Jost,  a  citizen  of  the  United  States,  might  leave  in  Switzer- 
land, and  not  that  which  he  would  leave  here.  The  ambi- 
guity in  question  grows  out  of  the  use  of  the  words  "said 
property  "  in  the  following  sentences,  which  contain  the 
provisions  affecting  this  case.  If  the  terms  "  said  property' 
mean,  and  are  confined  to,  property  which  a  citizen  of  one 
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ntry  may  own  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  other,  this 
im^UBe  of  the  treaty  fails  to   provide  for  the  facts  of  the 
resent  case.    If  they  simply  mean  the  personal  property, 
erally,  of  a  citizen  of  either  party,  then  the  two  clauses 
^g-ether — ^the  latter  extending  the  provisions  of  the  former 
real  estate — furnish  the  law  for  this  case. 
The  context  shows  that  the  first  mentioned  interpretation 
'the  words  "  said  property  "  cannot  be  the  correct  one.    The 
tences  following  the  fii*st  clearly   provide  for  the  case 
here  the  decedent  is  a  citizen  of  one  country  and  his  heirs 
another,  and  where  the  property  is  situated  in  a  different 
country  from  that  of  the  heirs,  i.  e.,  in  that  of  which  the 
deceased  was  a  citizen  ;  because  it  provides  that  the  heirs  in 
<lue8tion  may  inherit  or  succeed,  which  was  unnecessary  if 
"the  property  was  in  their  own  country,  and  that  they  shall 
be  liable  to  no  other  charges  than  those  to  which  the  inhab- 
itants of  the  country  wherein  the  propei^ly  is  situated  shall  be 
liable  in  a  similar  case.    It  meets  this  very  case.    It  would 
*^ot  be  necessary  for  the   United  States  to   stipulate  that 
Jest's  foreign  heirs  might  inherit  his  property  in  Switzer- 
^^'^d  ;  their  own  laws  would  provide  for  that.    But  it  was 
^eceasary  for  the  United  States  to  stipulate  that  those  heirs 
®*^oald  inherit  the  property  in  the  United  States,  and  might 
ciispose  of  it  on  the  same  terms  as  inhabitants  of  the  country 
^here  it  is  situated. 

^hke  clear  intent  of  this  clause  of  the  treaty,  therefore, 

^®  til^ink^  is  that  a  citizen  of  one  country  may  dispose  of 

®    property  in  the  other,  and  that  on  his  death  his  heirs 

^*^o  may  be  citizens  of  the  other  shall  inherit  his  personal 

P^'^l^crty  wherever  it  may  be,  and  the  terms  "said  prop- 

^5^^  "  mean  "  said  personal  property,"  without  the  limita- 

^^^    of  being  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  other  party. 

^fce  third  clause  extends  these  provisions  to  real  estate  in 

^"t^s  of  the  Union  in  which  aliens  may  be  entitled  to  hold 

^   'i^iherit  real  estate. 


*j  the  act  of  Maryland  of  1791,  before  mentioned,  en- 
^^l^d  *'An  act  concerning  the  Territory  of  Columbia  and  the 
^^^3^  of  Washington,"  it  is  provided,  that  any  foreigner  may, 
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by  deed  or  will,  hereafter  to  be  made,  take  and  hold 
within  that  part  of  said  territory  which  lies  within  thk 
State,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  he  was  a  citizen  of  this 
State,  and  the  same  lands  may  be  conveyed  by  him  and 
traHsmitted  to  and  be  inherited  by  his  heirs  or  relations  as 
if  he  and  they  were  citizens  of  this  State/' 

It  may  be  suggested  that  the  words  "  hold  or  inherit"  in 
the  treat}/  should  be  read  as  if  they  were  "  hold  and  inherit," 
and  that  it  applies  only  to  those  localities  where  the 
foreigners  may  both  inherit  and  hold,  or,  in  other  word' 
may  hold  bi/  inheritance^  which  is  not  provided  for  in  the 
Maryland  act. 

It  will  be  presently  seen,  however,  that  the  treaty  clearly 
means  to  give  a  right  to  inherit  where  it  does  not  exist  al- 
ready, and  also  where  there  may  be  no  right  to  hold  after 
inheriting.  It  therefore  cannot  intend  to  confine  its  bene- 
fits to  places  where  there  is  already  a  right  to  hold  by  inhen- 
tance. 

A  question  may  suggest  itself,  what  is  meant  by  the  term 
^' heirs"  in  the  treaty.     Undoubtedly,  examined  by  theligW 
of  the  common  law,  its  language  would  seem  somewhat  in- 
congruous.   That  is  to  say,  since  by  the  common  law  there 
can  be  no  alien  heirs,  it  would  not  be  strictly  correct  to  speak 
of  heirs  who  are  "  citizens  of  the  other  party,"  and  to  pro- 
vide that  Ae/r5*shall  inherit  would  sound  superfluous.    But  it 
is  to  be  remembered  that  the  treaty  employs  the  langnage 
not  of  the  common,  but  of  international  law,  and  there  is  no 
difficulty  in  understanding  that  it  refers  to  those  on  whom 
the  local  law  would  cast  the  succession,  in  virtue  of  their 
relationship  to  the  deceased,  if  there  were  no  disability  such 
as  that  of  alienage.    The  policy  of  the  Government  is  seen, 
and  we  are  assisted,  in  arriving  at  its  meaning  in  this  treaty, 
by  a  comparison  of  this  with  others  ;  thus  in  the  treaty  with 
France  of  1800,  it  is  provided,  that  "  the  citizens  and  in- 
habitants of  either  of  the  two  countries  who  shall  be  hdrs  of 
goodsy  movable  or  immovable  in  the  other  shall  be  able  to  su^ 
ceed  ab  intestato  (which  is  only  another  expression  for  "shall 
inherit ")  without  being  obliged  to  obtain  letters  of  naturali- 
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zation  ;    •     * ,    ^    and  also,  that  in  case  the  laws  of  either 
of  the  two  states  should  restrain  strangere  from  the  exercise 
of  the  rights  of  property  with  respect  to  real  estate,  such 
real  estate  may  be  sold  or  otherwise  disposed  of,"  &c.,  &c. 
-    And  in  the  treaty  of  1848  with  Austria,  and  some  four- 
•  t^een  others  with  diftorent  powers,  extending  over  the  period 
between  1795  and  1867,  it  it  is  provided  that  "  when,  on  the 
death  of  any  person  holding  real  property,  or  property  not 
personal,  within  the  territories  of  one  party,  sucli  real  prop- 
erty would,  by  the  laws  of  the  land,  descend  on  a  cilizen  or  sub- 
ject of  the  oiheVy  were  he  not  disqualified  by  the  laws  of  the 
country  where  the  property  is  situated^  such  citizen  or  subject 
shall   be  allowed  a   term  of  two  years  to  sell   the  same." 
Throughout  the  series  of  treaties  those  who  would  inherit 
but  for  the  disqualification  of  alienage  are  intended  to  be 
provided  for,  and  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  same  per- 
^<>n8  are  designated  in  the  treaty  under  consideration,  under 
^he  terms  '^heirs  being  citizens  of  the  other  party.^^ 

It  may  seem  doubtful  whether  the  Federal  Government 

*^^s   authority,  in  virtue  of  the  treaty  making  power,  and, 

^hei*efore,  whether  it  could  have  intended  to  interfere  with 

^ho  laws  of  descent  in  relation  to  real  property  in  the  several 

S^a-tes. 

^Tlie  treaties  referred  to  recognize  or  create  a  distinction 
'^ot^^rgeu  fiolding  real  estate,  whether  by  descent  or  other- 
j,  and  simply  inheriting  it.  They  do  not  purport  to  inter- 
with  State  laws  as  to  the  holding  of  realty  by  aliens,  but 
"^^^  do  unquestionably  purport  to  give  a  right  to  inherit 
^*^^re  it  does  not  exist  already,  to  this  extent  and  subject  to 
qualification,  viz.,  that  where  the  State  laws  do  not  per- 
aliens  to  hold,  they  still  may  sell  the  property  which,  if 
were  citizens,  they  might  inherit  and  hold  and  realize 
proceeds  for  their  own  use. 

'his  is  expressly  provided  in  the  fourth  clause  of  section 
^^^  the  treaty  with  Switzerland,  as  well  as  in  the  others 
"^"^  have  been  referred  to.    And  with  reference  to  the 
'er  of  the  Federal  Government  on  this  subject,  it  is  suf- 
JUt  to  say,  that  whatever  may  be  thought  of  it  as  afitect- 
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ing  property  in  the  States^  there  can  be  no  question  about 
it  in  the  District  of  Columbia. 

We  are,  therefore,  satisfied  on  the  whole  that  the  com- 
plainants are,  by  virtue  of  the  Maryland  act  of  descent,  in 
force  in   the  District  of  Columbia,  and  the  treaty  with 
Switzerland,  heirs-at-law  of  Benedict  Jost  equally  with  his, 
brother,  resident  here. 

We  have  discussed  the  case  as  one  of  intestacy  because 
we  see  nothing  in  the  general  language  of  the  will,  or  the 
circumstances  of  the  parties,  that  confines  the  terms  em- 
ployed to  the  foreign  heirs  on  the  one  hand,  or  the  domestic 
heir  on  the  other,  or  gives  to  those  terms  any  other  effect 
than  belongs  to  a  general  devise  to  an  heir-at-law. 


McDermott  Bros.  vs.  Sarah  Garland. 

At  Law.    No.  21,351. 

5  Decided  May  25, 1882. 

i  The  Chief  Jubtiok  and  Jastlces  Cox  and  Jaios  sittinf* 

Defendant,  a  married  woman,  purchased  a  carriafi^e  of  plaintiffs,  pp" 
on  credit.  At  the  time  of  the  purchase  she  stated^ that  she  was  livi^ 
in  the  country^and  wanted  the  carriage  to  ride  backwards  and  forwtras 
to  look  after  her  property  in  the  city.  Held,  that  the  defendant  beiitf 
a  married  woman  was  not  liable  in  an  action  at  law ;  idlrming  9m 
following  Schneider  vs.  Garland,  arUe^  p.  350. 

Statement  of  the  Case. 

This  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  against  a  married  womftQ 
living  with  her  husband,  for  the  purchase  monej  of  a  car- 
riage. The  testimony  showed  that  the  defendant  went  to 
the  store  of  the  plain tiflfe,  who  were  carriage  dealers,  and 
stated  that  she  wanted  to  purchase  a  carriage,  saying  at  the 
same  time  that  she  was  living  in  the  country  and  wanted 
the  carriage  to  ride  backwards  and  forwards  to  look  after  her 
property  in  the  city.  It  was  in  evidence  that  she  owned  ft 
house  an  Sixth  street  in  this  city.    A  carriage  was  accord- 
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ingly  sold  ter,  and  some  time  afterwards  when  she  was 
called  upon  to  pay  she  said  that  her  property  was  encum- 
bered and  that  she    was  trying  to  straighten  it  out  and 
&8  soon  as  this  was  done  she  would  pay  the  bilj.    The  de- 
fendant offered  no  testimony,   but  prayed  the    court  to 
•  instmct  the  jury  that  on  the  whole  evidence,  if  believed 
by  them,  the  plaintiffs  were  not  entitled  to  recover.    But 
the    court  refused  so  to  instruct  the  jury  and  thereupon 
<^harged  them  that  if  they  believed  from  the  evidence  that 
the  defendant  purchased  from  the  plaintiffs  the  carriage  as 
charged  in  the  declaration,  and  that  she  stated  at  the  time 
of  the  purchase  that  she  was  living  in  the  country  and 
wanted  the  carriage  to  ride  backwards  and  forwards  to  look 
*fter  her  property  in  the  city,  and  that  she  owned  a  house  in 
the  city  then  the  plaintiff's  were  entitled  to  recover.    Ver- 
*ct  for  plaintiffs. 

Thos.  F.  Millbr  and  John  F.  Rilet  for  plaintiffs. 

^Kagneb  &  Maddox  for  the  defendant  cited  the  case  of 
Sclxneider  &  Son  vs.  Garland  decided  at  the  last  term  of  the 
<^^xirt  and  reported  ante,  p.  860. 

Ohief  Justice  Cartter,  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  courts 


le  rule  laid  down  in  the  case  of  Schneider  &  Son  vs. 
"land,  decided  at  the  last  term  of  this  court  must  be  held 
^     supply  here.    That  was  even  a  much  stronger  cajse  than 
but  the  court  found  that  the  defendant,  a  married 
I,  was  not  liable  in  an  action  at  law.    This  rule  being 
*I>I>lied  it  follows  that  the  judgment  below  must  be  reversed. 


84 
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Thb^  United  States  vs.  Charles  J.  QuiTBAt. 

CbiminaIj  Docket.    No.  14,056. 

i  Decided  May ««,  188S.  ^  . 

The  Ohibf  Jubtick  and  Justices  Mao  Abteub,  HisxiKiaa 
Jambs,  sitting, 

I.  Section  6339  of  the  Rdvised  Statutes  of  the  United  Stotes  applies  to 
murder  committed  within  the  District  of  Columbia. 

3.  Murder  Is  committed  within  the  District  of  Columbia  when  the 
felonious  blow  is  struck  there,  notwithstanding  the  consequent  death 
happen  without  the  District  and  in  one  of  the  States. 

3.  Penal  statutes  are  to  be  construed  like  all  other  statutes,  according  to 
their  plain  and  sensible  meaning,  and  a  plain  and  sensible  parpoee  b 
not  to  be  defeated  by  an  arbitrary  method  of  reading  its  words.  The 
words  are  to  be  so  construed  as  to  effectuate  the  Intention  of  complete 
protection  against  the  crime,  if  their  ordinary  and  reasonable  metning 
permit  such  construction. 

4.  Insanity  is  a  defence  on  the  very  ground  that  it  disables  the  aoetued 
from  Icnowing  that  his  act  is  wrong.  The  very  essence  of  the  inqaiiy 
is  whether  his  insanity  is  such  as  to  deprive  him  of  that  knowledge. 
If,  therefore,  a  witness  is  competent  to  give  his  opinion  as  to  the 
mental  capacity  of  the  accused,  he  is  competent  to  state  his  oplnioD 
as  to  the  degree  of  capacity  or  of  incapacity,  by  reason  of  disorder, 
and  whether  the  disorder  seemed  to  have  reached  such  a  degree  as  to 
deprive  him  of  the  knowledge  of  right  and  wrons^. 

6.  The  Question  whether  a  certain  trait  in  the  defendant's  character  is 
an  indicium  of  insanity  involves  the  question  of  its  nature,  and  an 
expert  witness  on  the  subject  of  insanity  docs  not  exceed  the  limits  of 

'  the  inquiry  in  stating  precisely  whether  the  trait  be  a  yice  or  a  disease. 

6.  Testimony  by  the  defendant's  wife  (in  the  case  at  bar  a  divorced  wii4 
that  she  saw  no  indications  of  insanity  exhibited  by  him  during  their 
association,  does  not  come  within  the  rule  which  protects  the  privaejr 
and  confidence  of  the  marriage  relation. 

7.  Where,  for  the  purpose  of  proving  the  insanity  of  the  defendant, 
evidence  is  given  searching  the  history  of  his  whole  life  down  to  the 
time  of  the  act  charged  in  the  indictment,  and  his  moral  nature  and 
traits  are  presented  to  the  jury  as  showing  that  acts  done  by  him 
must  be  accounted  for  by  a  conclusion  of  insanity,  testimony  is 
admissible  in  rebuttal  as  to  particular  acts  and  conduct  of  the 
defendant  contemporaneous  with  the  history  produced  on  his  part  and 
tending  to  disprove  the  existence  of  the  grounds  on  which  the 
inference  of  insanity  is  based. 

8.  Whether  the  inability  to  resist  wrong  by  one  having  an  tctoal 
knowledge  of  the  difference  between  right  and  wrong,  is  such  a 
mental  disorder  as  would  constitute  a  defence  to  the  crime  of  mordert 
gtutr6» 

9.  It  [b  not  error  to  refuse  to  instruct  the  jury  upon  a  matter  of  law 
where  no  evidence  tending  to  raise  that  question  is  introduced. 

10.  Nor  is  it  error,  where  no  evidence  is  introduced  tending  to  show  an 
incapacity  to  act  upon  a  knowledge  that  the  act  was  wrong,  for  the 
court  to  instruct  the  jury  that  the  affirmative  tendency  of  theevidenee 
in  the  case  was  to  support  a  wholly  different  theory  and  ground  of 
defence. 

II.  The  first  day  of  a  term  of  this  court,  but  not  its  darationy  ii  fixed ; 
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"^^nn  ends  whenever  the  court  adjourns  sine  die^  And  is  then 

for  all  purposes.    If,  therefore,  the  day  to  which  final 

motion  of  a  seutence  is  postponed  falls  after  the  next  term  of  this 

~b  as  determined  by  its  adjournment  sine  die^  execution  is  post- 

d  in  accordance  with  the  mt^aning  of  Section  843  of  the  Revised 

ates  of  the  District  of  Columbia. 

1.^  should  happen  in  any  case  that  this  court  has  prolon£:ed  the 

^^ct  term  '^  referred  to  in  that  section  until  the  day  set  for  final 

^i^tation  is  reached,  the  criminid  court  would  then  be  authorized 

c^  application  of  the  party,  to  postpone  execution,  so  that  it  should 

niter  the  actual  adjournment  sine  die  of  this  court. 

Statement  of  the  Case. 

»  the  2d  of  July,  1881,  the  President  of  the  United 

,  James  A.  Garfield,  while  standing  in  the  waiting 

of  the  Baltimore  and  Potomac  Railroad  depot,  in  the 

of  Washington,  D.  C,  was  fatally  shot  by  the  prisoner, 

rles  J.  Guitean.    The  ball  from  the  assassin's  pistol  en- 

the  back  of  the  President  about  three  inches  to  the 

t  of  the  back-bone  and  inflicted  a  woand  which  resulted 

^eath  abont  three  months  afterwards  at  Elberon  in  the 

wity  of  MonmoQtb  in  the  State  of  New  Jersey.    Imme- 

ely  aCter  the  death  the  body  was  broaght  back  to  the 

^ strict  of  Colambia  and  laid  in  state  at  the  Capitol.    No 

was  held  upon  the  body  while  in  the  District. 

facts   are  shown  on   the  record  to  be  undisputed. 

this  crime  the  prisoner  was  arrested,  indicted,  tried, 

"victed  and  sentenced  at  a  criminal  term  of  this  court. 

d  indictment  contained  eleven  counts,  in  each  of  which 

of  death  was  stated.    Some  laying  it  in  the  District 

Oolumbia  without  any  viddicity  and  others  alleging  it  as 

-^       ^^rriugin  Monmouth  county,  State  of  New  Jersey  ;  others 

-Jr^^^^  the  death  took  place  in  Monmouth  county.  State  of  New 

. /^^**^ey,  and  that  the  body  was  afterwards  brought  within 

^^^  District  of  Columbia. 


he  trial  lasted  from  the  14tb  of  November,  1881,  until 

uary  25th,  1882,  when  a  verdict  of  guilty  as  indicted 

-^    — •  rendered.    Whereupon  the  prisoner,  on  the  4th  day  of 


mary,  1682,  was  sentenced  to  he  executed  on  the  30th 
June  following : 

umerous  exceptions  were  taken  at  the  trial  and  embodied 
thirty-two  bills  of  exceptions  brought  to  the  General  Term. 
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Most  of  them,  however,  were  either  abandoned  or  not  pressed 
upon  the  argument  of  the  case.  The  counsel  for  the  prisaxiei 
restino^  mainly  upon  the  want  of  jurisdiction,  the  admission 
of  certain  testimony  and  the  invalidity  of  the  sentence.  The 
following  extracts  from  the  brief  and  argument  of  counsel 
for  the  prisoner  bear  only  upon  the  more  important  points 
raised. 

Chakles  H.  Eeed,  for  the  prisoner  : 

I.  Had  the  criminal  court  jurisdiction  to  try  and  sentence 

the  prisoner  for  the  crime  of    murder  ?    I  insist  that    it 
did  not  have  such  jurisdiction. 

The  evidence  is  undisputed  that  the  death  occurred  io 
Monmouth  county,  New  Jersey.      The  common  law  pre. 
vails    and    is    in    force  in  the  District   of   Columbia,  in 
reference    to  the  place  where  the  crime  was  committed 
unless  the  same  has  been  modified  by  statute.    Thist  has 
not  been  done.     By  the  common  law,  where  the  mortal 
wound  was  inflicted  in   one    county    or  jurisdiction  and 
the  death  occurred  in  another  county  or  jurisdiction,  the 
accused  could  not  be  convicted  in  either  of  murder  for 
the  reason  that  the  crime  of  murder  was  not  complete 
till  the  death  happened,  and  the  mortal  wound  and  death 
must  occur  in  the  same  jurisdiction.    This  is  technical,  bat 
it  is  the  law.     Each  State  is  independent  of  and  foreign  to 
the  United  States,  and  every  other  State,  so  far  as  the 
definition  and  punishment  of  crimes  are  concerned.    In  this 
respect  the  State  of  New  Jersey  is  just  as  independent  of 
and  foreign  to  the  United  States  and  District  of  Columbia 
as  it  is  to  Canada.    Story  on  Conflict  of  Laws,  4th  ed.,  sees. 
620,  621 ;  4  Gilman  (Ills.)  525  ;  74  His.,  218. 

It  is  the  law  beyond  any  question  that  where  the  mortal 
wound  is  given  in  one  country  and  the  victim  dies  m 
another  country,  the  person  inflicting  the  wound  cannot  be 
tried  in  either  for  murder  unless  there  is  some  statate  to 
authorize  it.  In  the  year  1548  the  Parliament  of  Great 
Britain  passed  a  law  to  change  the  common  law  and  to  pro* 
vide  for  the  indictment  and  trial  of  cases  where  the  mortal 
wound  was  given  in  one  county  and  death  occurred  ui 
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other.  The  preamble  to  said  law  expressly  states  that 
lor  to  the  same  no  sufficient  indictment  could  be  found  in 
ter  county.  Thus  the  law-making  power  of  Great  Britain 
E>licitly  declared  what  the  common  law  then  was  in  such 
'«se.  See  the  Stat,  of  2d  and  3d  Edw.  VI.,  chap.  XXIV. 
^  preamble  of  which  is  as  follows : 

'*  Forasmuch  as  the  most  necessary  office  and  duty  of  the 
V  is  to  preserve  and  save  the  life  of  man,  and  condignly 
punish  such  persons  that  unlawfully  and  wilfully  murder, 
y,  and  destroy  man.  *  *  *  II.  And  where  it  often 
ppeneth  and  comath  in  ure  in  sundry  counties  of  this 
etlm  that  a  man  is  feloniously  stricken  in  one  county,  and 
ter  dieth  in  another  county,  in  which  case  it  hath  not 
en  founden  by  the  laws  or  customs  of  this  realm  that  any 
fficient  indictment  thereof  can  be  taken  in  any  of  the 
id  two  counties,  for  that  bj/  the  custom  of  this  realm  the 
rors  of  the  county  where  such  party  died  of  such  stroke  can 
\e  no  knowledye  of  the  said  stroke  being  in  a  foreign  county, 
:hough  the  same  two  counties  and  places  adjoin  very 
arly  together ;  we  the  jurors  of  the  county  where  the 
oke  was  given  cannot  take  knowledge  of  the  death  in  another 
mtyj  although  such  death  most  apparently  came  of  the 
ne  stroke  ;  so  that  the  King's  majesty  within  his  own 
dm  cannot,  by  any  laws  yet  made  or  known,  punish  such 
trderers  or  manquellers  for  offenses  in  this  form  commit- 
i  and  done,  •  •  •  for  redress  and  punishment  of 
ich  off^enses,  and  safeguard  of  life,  be  it  enacted,"  4c. 
A.11  recognized  precedents  of  indictment  for  murder  allege 
it  the  victim  died  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court 
lere  the  accused  is  indicted.  Whartons'  Prec.  of  Indict- 
ints.  Vol.  1,  8th  ed.,  p.  114,  note  W. 
[n  Vol.  1,  8th  ed.,  Wharton's  Grim.  Law,  sec.  888,  it  is 
d: 

<  The  indictment  at  common  law  should  also  aver  that  the 
ceased  died  in  the  county  in  which  the  indictment  is  found." 
[n  Chitty's  Criminal  Law,  Vol.  1.  (5th  Am.  ed.),  177,  the 
iior  says ; 
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'^The  venue  was  always  regarded  as  a  matter  of  substan 
and,  therefore,  at  common  law,  when  the  offense  was  co- 
menced  in  one  county  and  consummated  in  another,  the  vei 
could  be  laid  in  neither,  and  the  offender  went  altogetl 
unpunished.  •  •  •  And  thus,  also,  if  a  mortal  blow 
given  in  one  county,  and  the  party  died  in  consequence 
the  blow  in  another,  it  was  doubted  whether  the  mur—  ^der 
could  be  punished  in  either,  for  it  was  supposed  that  a  j'  ^ury 
of  the  first  could  not  take  notice  of  a  death  in  the  secOi*Kz=)nd, 
and  a  jury  of  the  second  could  not  inquire  of  the  wound-^BiiBg 
in  the  first." 

And  to  the  same  effect  are  Blackstone,  Vol.  2,  p. 
Bacon's  Abr.,  Vol.  5,  p.  62  ;  Hawkin's  Pleas  of  the 
Vol.  2,  p.  301,  §  36  ;  Hale's  Pleas  of  the  Crown,  Vol.  2,  p. 
Comw.  vs.  Linton,  (2  Virginia  Cases,  205),  decided  in  II 
1  Devx.  (S.  Ca.)  Law  Rep.,  141,  decided  in  1826 ;  Stat 
Moore,  6  Foster,  (N.  H.),  451 ;  101  Mass.  Rep.,  1 ;  7 
160;  8  Mich.,  334;  12  Wise,  600;  31   N.  J.,  68;  4i 
J.,  546 ;  1  Wash.  C.  C,  463.    In  2  Curtis  C.  C,  451 
indictment  charged  that  the  mortal  wound  was  given  oi 
high  seas,  on  board  a  vessel  of  the  United  States,  and 
the  deceased  afterwards  died  on  shore  within  the  TJmted 
States.    The  prisoner  was  convicted  of  manslaughter.     -Af. 
terwards  his  counsel  moved  in  arrest  of  judgment.    OurtU^ 
Z.y  said  : 

"The  12th  section  of  the  act  of  April  80, 1790,  (1  Stat, 
at  Large,  115 ) ,  makes  the  crime  of  manslaughter  on  the  high 
seas  punishable  by  fine  and  imprisonment.  It  does  not  de- 
fine the  term  otherwise  than  by  the  term  of  manslaughter. 
It  thus  remits  us  to  the  common  law  for  its  definition.  Man- 
slaughter is  the  unlawful  killing  of  a  human  being  withoat 
malice,  and  there  is  not  such  a  killing  on  the  high  seas  if 
the  death  takes  place  on  land.  In  accordance  with  thiSy 
Judge  Washington,  in  United  States  vs.  McGill,  (1  Wash. 
C.  C,  463),  decided  in  1806,  that  the  killing  with  malice  by 
a  stroke  on  the  high  seas  that  produced  death  on  shore,  was 
not  murder  on  the  high  seas." 

In  15  S.  &  M.,  257,  the  mortal  woaud  was  inflicts  io  ooa 
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county  and  the  death  occarred  in  another,  the  Supreme  Court 
of  Mississippi  in  deciding  the  case,  say : 

'*  The  better  opinion  seems  to  have  been  that  by  the  com- 
xnon  law,  when  the  blow  was  given  in  one  coanty  and  the 
death  happened  in  another,  the  offender  was  not  indictable 
in  either." 

It'  this  court  follows  the  decisions  heretofore  made  in  the 
District  of  Columbia,  then  further  argument  is  unnecessary, 
for  the  precise  question  has  been  twice  decided,  as  appears 
from  the  two  following  cases  : 

In  United  States  vs.  Bladen,  1  Cr.  C.  C,  548,  the  mortal 
wound  was  given  in  the  District  of  Columbia  and  the  death 
occurred  in  the  State  of  Maryland.    The  court  says : 

**  The  court,  upon  consideration  of  the  point  reserved,  is 
of  the  opinion  that  as  the  death  happened  in  St.  Mary's 
<H>unty  in  Maryland,  although  the  fatal  stroke  was  given 
"QJT'e,  the  judgment  must  be  for  the  prisoner,  the  offense 
'^ot  being  complete  within  our  jurisdiction.  (Haydon's  Case, 
*  Ck>,,  41,  (a);  Home  vs.  Ogle,  42  Co.,  4,  (6);  2  Just.,  318- 
«20  ;  8  Just.,  48,  49,  73.)  The  prisoner  being  also  indicted 
roi*  an  assault  was  bound  over  to  appear  to  answer  to  that 
^^ictment,  and  in  the  meanwhile  to  be  of  good  behavior." 
lis  same  question  was  decided  in  the  same  way  by  Judge 
Eord  in  the  criminal  court  of  the  District  of  Columbia 
^  ^Ixe  case  of  James  Rolla,  who  was  indicted  for  murder. 
^^  case  is  reported  in  2  Am.  L.  Jour.,  138.  I  admit  that 
^^^'^  are  a  few  decisions  which  hold  that  when  the  stroke 


^  cieath  occur  in  different  counties  the  indictment  may  be 

^*^^  in  the  county  where  the  wound  was  inflicted.     (1 


861  ;  1  Hale  P.  C,  436.)      But  both  these  authors 

^hat  in  such  case  the  body  was  removed  to  the  county 

e  the  mortal  wound  was  given  for  the  coroner  to  take  an 

.J.  ^      ^^.    No  inquest  was  held  upon  the  body  of  the  deceased  in 

**    0(we  in  the  Disirict  of  Columbia. 


rd  Hale,  on  the  same  page,  says :    ^'  On  the  other  side> 
some  respects,  the  law  regards  the  death  as  the  con* 
^**^^^LX»ation  of  the  cringe  ^nd  not  merely  the  stroke," 
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East,  in  a  note  at  the  bottom  of  page  361,  (1  East), 
"That  opinion,  however,  is  contrary  to  the  sense  of  thele^- 
latare  as  expressed  in  the  Stat.  2  and  3  Edw.  VI,  ch.  24,  wl 
declares  that  in  such  case  it  hath  not  been  foaud  by  the 
or  customs  of  this  realm  that  every  such  indictment  thei 
can  be  taken  in  either  of  the  said  two  counties." 

This  note  clearly  shows  that  Mr.  East  did  not  think         the 
text  good  law. 

In  Riley  vs.  State,  9  Humphrey  (Tenn.),  646,  the  Supr^iBfije 
Court  decides  that  the  crime  was  committed  where  the  wo  mjtjd 
was  inflicted.      But  it  was  not  necessary  to  decide  ti^l^at 
question,  for  from  the  evidence,  it  might  properly  have  I>een 
inferred  that  the  victim  died  in  the  county  where  the  wound 
was  inflicted. 

The  Supreme  Court  of  Wisconsin  expressly  dissent  from 
the  case  above  cited.    State  vs,  Pauley,  12  Wise.,  541. 

The  State  vs.  Brown,  16  Webb  (Kansas),  476,  is  a  mo^t 
remarkable   decision.     The   information   wholly  failed  ^^^ 
allege  the  place  of  death,  and  yet  the  court  sustained       ^ 
conviction  for  manslaughter,  although  the  law  is  well  settle  ^ 
that  the  indictment  or  information  must  allege  the  place  <^^ 
death.    It  does  not  appear  from  the  report  of  the  case  wher*^^ 
the  deceased  died.    He  may  have  died  in  the  county  whei 
the  mortal  blow  was  given. 

The  foregoing  are  all  cases  where  the  wound  was  inflicted^^^^^ 
in  one  county  and  the  death  occurred  in  another  county  oJ^^" 
the  same  State,  and  not  in  another  State  or  foreign  country. 
The  only  case  (which  I  have  found)  which  holds  thai 
where  the  mortal  wound  is  given  in  one  State  and  the  injui 
party  dies  in  another  State,  the  accused  may  be  tried  in  tl 
county  where  the  wound  is  inflicted,  is  that  of  Minnesotai^^ 
vs.  Gessert,  21  Minn.,  869. 

This  case  stands  alone,  and  should  not,  I  submit,  be  fol- 
lowed by  this  court  against  the  authorities  above  cited 
the  contrary. 

If  there  is  a  fair  and  reasonable  doubt  of  the  jurisdictioi 
of  the  criminal  court  to  try  and  sentence  the  defendant  ^ 
then  the  court  should  give  him  the  benefit  of  the  doubt-* 
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Wharton, Vol.  1,  sec.  28,  in  his  work  on  Criminal  Law, says: 
^*  At  the  same  time,  in  matters  of  reasonable  doubt,  this 
<loul)t  is  to  tell  in  favor  of  life  and  liberty." 

HLe  refers  in  note  2  to  U.  S.  vs.  Morris,  14  Pet.,  464  ;  U.  S. 
vs.  Wiltberger,  5  Wheat.,  76  ;  U.  S.  vs.  Sheldon,  2  Wheat., 
119  ;  U.  S.  vs.  Clayton,  2  Dillon,  219.  In  the  case  of  Mc- 
Gill  vs.  U.  S.,  4  Dallas,  397,  Judge  Peters,  on  this  question, 


**  It  is  a  general  rule  with  me  to  abstain  from  the  exercise 
of  jurisdicticn  whenever  I  doubt  my  authority  to  exercise 
It.'*     In  U.  S.  vs.  Gardner,  10  Pet.,  the  court  say  : 

^^  But  if  this  is  a  doubtful  construction  of  the  act  it  ought 
to    le  adopted  in  a  case  so  highly  penal  as  the  present." 

renty-six  States  have  passed  laws  to  change  the  com- 

law  on  this  question,  thereby  showing  that  the  law- 

'^^^Idng  power  of  such  States  considered  such  changes  neces- 

®^^^*3^.    Congress  has  not  passed  any  such  law  in  reference  to 

^^  ^  District  of  Columbia.     It  is  a  casus  omissus. 

:t  has  been  suggested  that  the  criminal  court  had  juris- 
i;ion  by  virtue  of  section  731  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of 

United  States,  which  reads  thus  : 
■"^When  any  offense  against  the  United  States  is  begun 
^ne  judicial  circuit  and  completed  in  another,  it  shall  be 
^^^■"^med  to  have  been  committed  in  either,  and  may  be  dealt 


^  '^h,  inquired  of,  tried,  determined,  and  punished  in  either 

>^rict  in  the  same  manner  as  if  it  had  been  actually  and 

oily  committed  therein." 

^The  District  of  Columbia  is  not  a  judicial  district  or  cir- 

t.    It  is  not  so  declared  by  any  law.    And  Congress  in 

tion  8491  Revised  Statutes  regards  and  treats  the  Su- 

«me  Court  of  the  District  Columbia  as  not  being  embraced 

the  list  of  United  States  district  courts.    The  defendant 

indicted,  tried,  and  sentenced  in  the  criminal  court  of  the 

istrict  of  Columbia.    The  criniinal  court  is  certainly  not 

United  States  district  or  circuit  court.      7  Wall.,  371- 

lie  crime  for  which  the  defendant  was  convicted  was  not 

^^gun  in  any  judicial y  district  or  circuit  court  of  the  United 

States  recognized  by  law,  and  it  was  completed  within  the 
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.iui'iiMiiction  of  a  State.  If  the  deceased  had  died  within  the 
DLiti'ict  of  Coluiubiii  tlie  ottuiiso  would  have  hoen  a^ninst 
tbti  United  States  and  not  against  any  State.  If  the  defend* 
aut  had  shot  the  deceased  at  Elberon,  in  the  State  of  New 
Jersey,  and  he  had  died  there,  it  would  have  been  an  offense 
against  the  State  of  New  Jersey  and  not  against  the  United 
i:^ateB>  and  no  United  States  court  would  have  had  any 
jurisdiction  over  it. 

Suppose  the  defendant  had  shot  the  deceased  at  Eiberon, 
iu  the  State  of  New  Jersey,  instead  of  in  the  District  of 
Columbia,  and  he  had  died  there  ;  would  any  United  States 
court  in  New  Jersey,  in  such  case  have  jurisdiction  to  try  him? 
Clearly  not.  Without  some  act  of  Congress  the  criminal 
court  of  the  District  of  Columbia  would  not  in  such  a  case 
have  jurisdiction  to  try  him. 

11.  The  most  serious  and  grievous  error  perpetrated  on  the 
trial  was  the  admission  of  the  testimony  of  Mrs.  Dunmire. 
She  was  married  to  the  defendant  in  July,  1869,  and  lived 
with  him  until  1873,  a  period  of  four  years,  when  she  wm 
divorced.  She  was  put  upon  the  stand  and  asked  the  follow- 
ing question  : 

"  You  said  that  you  were  married  to  the  defendant  in 
1869,  and  lived  with  him  as  his  wife  up  until  the  time  of 
your  divorce  in  1874.  I  will  ask  you  to  state  to  the  jury 
whether  in  your  association  with  him  you  ever  saw  anything 
that  would  indicate  that  he  was  a  man  of  unsound  mind!' 
Objection  was  made,  but  overruled,  and  the  witness  an- 
swered :     *'  I  did  not." 

I  submit  she  was  an  incompetent  witness.  Section  877 
Revised  Statutes  of  the  District  of  Columbia  provides  as 
follows : 

"  Sec.  877.  Nothing  in  the  preceding  section  shall  render 
any  person  who  is  charged  with  an  offense  in  any  criminal 
proceeding  competent  or  compellable  to  give  evidence  for 
or  against  himself ; 

"  Or  render  any  person  compellable  to  answer  any  question 
tending  to  criminate  himself ; 
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"Or  render  a  husband  competent  or  compellable  to  give 
^'vidence  for  or  against  his  wife,  or  a  wife  competent  or 
^Compellable  to  give  evidence  for  or  against  her  husband,  in 
^Jiy  criminal  proceeding  or  in  any  proceeding  instituted  in 
Oonsequeuce  of  adultery  ; 

*'Nor  shall  a  husband  be  compellable  to  disclose  any  com- 
Ynunication  made  to  him  by  his  wife  during  the  marriage, 
Xxov  shall  a  wife  be  compellable  to  disclose  any  communica- 
"tion  made  to  her  by  her  husband  during  the  marriage." 

Does  this  divorce  relieve  the  objection  of  this  statute?  By 
Mio  means.  She  did  not  attempt  to  testify  to  anything  that 
occurred  except  during  the  marriage  relation.  Nothing  be- 
ibre,  nothing  after.  I  refer  your  honors  to  1st  Greenleafs 
JiVidence,  sections  884  to  838  inclusive.  In  section  337 
lie  says : 

"  Neither  is  it  material  that  this  relation  no  longer  txisia. 
The  great  object  of  the  rule  is  to  secure  domestic  happiness 
hy  placing  the  protecting  seal  of  the  law  upon  all  confiden- 
tial communications  between  husband  and  wife  ;  and  what- 
ever has  come  to  the  knowledge  of  either  by  means  of  the 
hallowed  confidence  which  that  relationship  inspires  cannot 
be  afterwards  divulged  in  testimony,  even  though  the  other 
party  be  no  longer  living." 

And  see  13  Peters,  209,  and  cases  cited.  Cross  vs.  Rut- 
ledge,  81  111.,  268.  Waddams  vs.  Humphrey,  22  HI.,  661  ; 
Creed  vs.  The  People,  81  111.,  565  ;  58  111.,  866. 

m.  The  sentence  is  void.  Section  845  of  the  Revised 
Statutes  of  the  District  of  Colambia  is  as  follows  : 

"  To  enable  any  person  convicted  by  the  judgment  of  the 
coort  to  apply  for  a  writ  of  error  in  all  cases  where  the  judg- 
ment shall  be  death  or  confinement  in  the  penitentiary,  the 
court  shall,  on  application  of  the  party  accused,  postpone  the 
final  execution  thereof  to  a  reasonable  time  beyond  the  next 
term  of  the  court,  not  exceeding  in  any  case  thirty  days  after 
the  end  of  such  term." 

The  defendant  was  sentenced  on  the  4th  day  of  February, 
1882,  which  day  was  in  and  during  the  December  Term,  1881, 
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of  the  criminal  court.  The  next  term  of  the  General  Term 
the  Supreme  Court,  after  the  sentence,  besrun  on  the  fourth 
Monday  of  April,  1882,  and  will  continue  until  the  fourth 
Monday  of  October,  1882. 

The  defendant  was  sentenced  to  be  executed  on  the  30th 
day  of  June,  1882.  The  date  of  his  execution  should  by  la-^ 
have  been  fixed  on  some  day  within  thirty  days  after  tH® 
fourth  Monday  of  October,  1882.  It  needs  no  authority 
show  that  the  judgment  of  a  court  of  sentence  to  death 
null  and  void  if  the  day  fixed  for  the  execution  of  the  se: 
tence  is  not  authorized  by  law.  In  this  case  the  day  fix^^^^ 
for  the  execution  of  the  defendant  is  not  only  not  autho  ^^"' 
ized  by  law,  but  is  expressly  prohibited.  The  language  is 
"  The  court  sAaH,"  &c.  The  words  "  to  a  reasonable  time 
yond  the  next  term  of  the  court^^  most  evidently  mean  an 
refer  to  the  next  General  Term  of  the  Supreme  Coorl 
and  not  to  the  next  term  of  the  criminal  court.  Th 
manifest  object  of  the  statute  was  to  give  the  accused  anipl 
time  to  have  his  case  heard  by  the  judges  of  the  Genei 
Term  of  the  Supreme  Court.  This  is  clear  from  its  Ian 
guage : 

*^To  enable  any  person  convicted  by  the  judgment  of  thi 
court  to  apply  for  a  writ  of  error,"  &c. 

Such  writ  of  error  can  be  heard  only  in  and  by  the  Gen 
eral  Term  of  the  court.  Where  terms  of  court  are  fixed  b^ 
law,  each  term  continues  from  the  day  the  court  conven( 
to  the  day  designated  by  law  for  the  commencement  of  tht 
next  succeeding  term.  The  period  from  the  fourth  Monday 
of  April,  1882,  to  the  fourth  Monday  of  October,  1882,  con 
stitutes  the  April  term,  whether  or  not  the  judges  therea-^*^ 
hold  the  court  every  day  during  that  time. 

Georqe  B.  Corehill  for  the  United  States : 

As  to  the  jurisdiction.  The  definition  of  murder  as  co!^i-- 
tained  in  the  works  of  standard  ancient  and  modem  writears 
upon  English  and  American  criminal  law  will  be  useful. 

Finch  defines  murder  to  be  "  manslaughter  upon  former 
malice,  which  we  call  prepensed  malice  ;  as  if  one  to  kill  his 
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give  her  (Ijang  eicke)  poyson  in  a  rosted  apple;  and 
sfae,  eating  a  little  of  it,  give  the  rest  to  a  little  child  of 
theirs,  which  the  husband,  lest  he  be  suspected,  sufFereth  the 
ebild  to  eate,  who  dieth  of  the  same  poyson  ;  this  is  murder 
though  the  wife  recover,"  4c.    (Third  Book  of  the  Law,  215.) 
ccording  to  Lord  Coke,  Pleas  of  the  Crown,  47,  "  mar- 
is when  a  man  of  sound  memory  and  age  of  discretion, 
anlfltwfolly  killeth  mthin  anff  county  of  the  realmy  any  reason- 
creature  in  rerum  naturce  under  the  King's  peace  with 
ice  fore  thought,  either  expressed  by  the  party  or  implied 
law,  so  that  the  party  wounded  or  hurt,  Ac.,  die  of  the 
»^3nd  or  hurt,  &c.,  within  a  year  and  day  of  the  same." 
ir  Mathew  Hall,  1  Pleas  of  the  Crown,  426-6,  defines 
as  '^  a  killing  of  a  man  ex  malUia  prcRcoffitataj^^  and 
that  *'  antiently  a  barbarous  assault  with  intent  to  mar- 
so  that  the  party  was  left  for  dead,  but  yet  recovered 
in,  was  adjudged  murder  and  petit  treason." 
ir  William  Hawkins,  whose  work  on  Pleas  of  the  Crown 
^Howed  Hale's,  after  saying  that  the  word  "  murder  "  an- 
'Btly  signified  only  the  private  killing  of  a  man,  and  re* 
to  14  Edw.  ni,  c.  4,  repealing  the  Danish  law  con- 
ning Engleschire^  says : 

^  ^  By  murder,  therefore,  at  this  day,  we  understand  the 

^  ul  killing  of  any  subject  whatsoever  through  malice 

thought  whether  the  person  slain  be  an  Englishman  or 

breigner."     (P.  92.) 

^^ISast's  Pleas  of  the  Crown,  appeared  in  the  year  17162 

"4  murder  in  the  sense  in  which  it  was  understood  in  the 

iter's  time  was  defined  to  be  ^^  the  voluntary  killing  any 

rson  (which  extends  not  to  infants  in  venire  sa  mere)  under 

e  King's  peace,  of  malice  prepense  or  aforethought,  either 

press  or  implied  by  law."     (Phila.  ed.  of  1806,  p.  214.) 

Sir  William  Blackstone  wrote  in  1758,  and  in  a  note  by 

e  American  editors  to  the  first  American  edition  of  Hale's 

«  C,  it  is  observed  that  Coke's  definition  of  murder,  as 

^^^odified  by  Blackstone,  is  "  so  accurate,  comprehensive  and 

^legant  that  it  has  been  universally  recognized  wherever 

^^Dglish  law  prevails.    '^  Murder/'  says  Blackstone,  4  Com., 


V 


510  TTkitbd  States  v.  GxriTSAtr. 

198>  ^^  is  when  a  person  of  sonnd  memory  and  discretion  an* 
lawfully  killeth  any  reasonable  creature  in  being  and  under 
the  King's  peace  with  malice  aforethouscht  either  express  or 
implied.""  This  is  substantially  the  definition  of  the  crime 
as  known  for  several  hundred  years  and  as  now  understood 
in  the  United  States.  (See  Wharton  Crim.  Law^  Vol.  2, 
sec.  »S00 

It  will  be  observed  that  the  definition  of  Coke  is  the  only 
<we  which  in  terms  makes  the  ^  killing  within  any  county  of 
tki  rmbn  ^  an  essential  constituent  element  of  the  offense 
gif  mmrder.  On  pag^  49  he  qreaks  of  ^  murder  "  being  done 
ont  Qf  the  realm.  »  wliea  two  of  the  King's  subjects  go 
sJ^rQeei  and  fif^t  there  and  one  kills  the  other,  also  of  the 
mnnitr  involved  in  a  stpoke  upon  the  high  seas  and  the 
dNntti  iqpOD  land,  Ac,  fixMn  wMch  the  inference  seems  fair 
thail  by  the  language  quoted  he  did  not  mean  that  the 
(feroke  and  death  should  necesBarily  be  coincident  in  the 
same  county,  but  if  he  did,  from  numerous  decisions  of  the 
SagliBh  and  American  coarts^  and  various  acts  of  Parlia- 
m^it  and  of  legislatures  in  this  conntry,  it  is  manifest  that 
the  ofiiense  was  not  understood  in  England  and  has  not  been 
understood  in  this  country  in  that  restricted  sense. 

East  (1  Pleas  of  the  Crown,  361)  says : 

'<  Where  the  stroke  and  death  are  in  different  counties,  it 
was  doubtful  at  common  law  whether  the  offender  could  be 
indicted  at  all,  the  offence  not  being  complete  in  either, 
though  the  common  opinion  was  that  he  might  be  indicted 
where  the  stroke  was  given,  for  that  alone  is  the  act  of  the 
party,  and  the  death  is  but  the  consequence,  and  might  be 
found,  though  in  another  county,  and  the  body  was  removed 
into  the  county  where  the  stroke  was  given.'*  And  see 
Finch,  "  Fourthe  Book  of  Law,"  411 ;  Hale  P.  C.,462 ;  Hsw- 
kin's  P.  C,  92,  sec.  13. 

East  then  says  that,  by  the  2d  and  3d  Edw.  VI,  ch.  24, 
the  trial  is  now  settled  to  be  in  the  county  where  the  death 
happens. 

That  act  provided  for  the  indictment  and  trial  in  the 
county  where  the  death  happened,  in   cases  wherein  the 
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blow  was  inflicted  in  one  county  and  the  death  happened  in 
iiQOtber.  Afterwards,  in  the  year  1729,  Parliament  passed 
^he  act  known  as  2d  Geo.  11,  ch.  21.  The  act  is  entitled 
*'An  act  for  the  trial  of  murders,  in  cases  where  either  the 
etroke  or  death  only  happens  within  that  part  of  Great 
JBritain,  called  England."    It  provided  as  follows  : 

**  For  preventing  any  failure  of  justice,  and  taking  away 
all  doubts  touching  the  trial  of  murders  in  the  cases  herein- 
after mentioned,  be  it  enacted,  &c.,    •     •     •     when  any 
person,  at  any  time  after  the  24th  day  of  June,  1729,  shall 
be  feloniously  stricken  or  poisoned  upon  the  sea,  or  at  any 
place  out  of  that  part  of  the  kingdom  of  Great  Britain 
called  England^  and  shall  die  of  the  stroke  or  poisoning 
within  that  part  of  the  kingdom  of  Great  Britain  called 
England  ;  or  where  any  person,  at  any  time  after  the  24th 
day  of  June,  1729,  shall  be  feloniously  stricken  or  poisoned 
at  any  place  within  that  part  of  Great  Britain  called  Eng- 
land, and  shall  die  of  the  same  stroke  or  poisoning  upon  the 
sea,  or  at  any  place  without  that  part  of  the  kingdom  of 
Great  Britain  called  England  ;  in  either  of  the  said  cases, 
an  indictment  thereof  found  by  the  jurors  of  the  county  in 
that  part  of  the  kingdom  of  Great  Britain  called  England, 
in  which  such  death,  stroke,  or  poisoning  shall  happen  res- 
pectively, as  aforesaid,  whether  it  shall  be  found  before  the 
coroner  upon  view  of  such  dead  body,  or  before  the  justices 
of  the  peace  or  other  justices  or  commissioners,  who  shall 
have  authority  to  inquire  of  murders,  shall  be  as  good  and 
effectual  in  the  law,  as  well  against  the  principals  in  any  such 
murder,  as  the  accessories  thereunto,  as  if  such  felonious 
stroke  and  death  thereby  ensuing,  or  poisoning  and  death 
thereby  ensuing,  and  the  offense  of  such  accessaries  had  hap- 
pened in  the  same  county  where  such  indictment  shall  be 
found  ;  and  the  justices  of  gaol  delivery,  &c.,  in  the  same 
county  where  such  indictment  should  be  found,  &c.,  shall 
and  may  proceed,  &c.,  as  well  against  the  principals  in  any 
such  murder  as  the  accessories  thereto,  &c.,  and  they  [the 
oflenders]  shall  receive  the  like  trial,  judgment,  order  and 
execution,  &c.,  as  they  ought  to  do,  if  such  felonious  stroke 
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and  death  thereby  ensaing,  or  poisoning  and  death  thereby 
ensuing^  &c.,  had  happened  in  the  same  county  where  such 
indictment  shall  be  found." 

Was  the  Colony  or  the  State  of  Maryland  entitled  to  the 
benefit  of  these  statutes  of  2d  and  3d  Edw.  VI,  ch.  24,  and 
of  2d  Geo.  n,  ch.  21 ,  as  a  part  of  its  law  at  the  time  of  the 
Revolution. 

The  colonists  brought  with  them  so  much  of  the  common 
law  and  so  much  of  the  British  statutes  as  was  applicable  to 
their  new  situation,  and  the  colonial  courts,  as  the  exigency 
arose,  applied  both,  and  so  far  as  the  statutes  were  concerned 
they  were  applied  without  reference  to  the  question  whether 
they  were  of  a  general  nature,  or  restricted  by  their  terms 
to  particular  parts  of  Great  Britain.  But  the  courts  of 
Maryland  went  even  further  than  this,  and  enforced  without 
regM*d  to  their  general  or  local  nature,  such  of  the  English 
statutes  as  were  passed  subsequent  to  the  first  emigration, 
when  found  applicable,  in  the  administration  of  justice.  This 
was  the  sole  test.  An  instance  is  the  statute  of  11  G^-  n> 
ch.  19,  which  by  its  terms  was  restricted  to  "  that  pari  of 
Qrtat  Britain  called  England,  Dominion  of  Walest  and  the 
town  of  Berwick-on-Tweedy  This  statute  was  held  to  be  in 
force  in  Maryland  in  Calvert's  Lessees  vs,  Eden,  2  H.  &;McE, 
290,  and  also  in  cases  reported  in  7H.  &  J.,  370, 872  ;  5  QiU, 
12  ;  and  30  Md.,  294. 

The  act  of  4  Geo.  II,  ch.  26,  related  to  proceedings  in  the 
courts  of  justice  '^  in  that  part  of  Great  Britain  called  Eng- 
land "  and  to  the  "  court  of  exchequer  in  Scotland,"  that  of 
6  Gteo.  n,  ch.  14,  related  expressly  to  the  court  of  assize  '^i^ 
the  county  Palatine  of  Chester ; "  both  have  been  held  to  be 
in  force  in  Maryland  and  the  instances  might  be  multiplied* 
See  Alexander's  British  Statutes,  pp.  483, 497, 681, 594, 683, 
645,  683. 

Samuel  Chase,  a  distinguished  Maryland  jurist  and  statefl* 
man,  for  many  years  prior  to  the  Revolution  one  of  the  iot^ 
most  lawyers  at  the  bar  of  the  colony,  and  afterwards  one  of 
the  Associate  Justices  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  Unit^ 
States  from  1796  until  his  death  in  1811^  in  a  letter  evidently 
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.-tten  after  the  Revolution,  referring  to  this  subject,  says  : 
is  a  general  principle  that  the  first  settlers  of  Maryland 
Tight  with  them  all  English  statutes  made  before  the  charter 
in  force  at  the  time  which  were  applicable  to  the  local  and 
circumsiances  of  the  province,  and  the  courts  of  justice 
ays  decided  the  applicability  of  any  statute  and  of  con- 
nence  its  extension.  I  have  understood  that  the  judges 
^he  old  government  laid  it  down  as  a  general  rule  that  all 
tutes /or  the  administration  of  justice ,  whether  made  before 
^nce  the  charter,  as  far  as  they  were  applicable,  should  be 
ipted  by  them."  (Quoted  in  introduction  to  Kilty's  Re- 
on  Statutes. ) 
The  language  of  this  letter  became  the  language  of  the 
in  deciding  the  case  of  Siiby  vs.  William's  Exrs.,  3  G. 
J.J  62.  In  this  case  the  court  held  that  the  statute  of  30 
las.  II,  chap.  7,  and  a  part  of  4  and  6  of  W.  &  M.,  ch.  24, 
in  force, 
ience  it  follows  that  at  the  time  of  the  Revolution  the 
of  Maryland  consisted  of  the  common  law  and  of  all 
tish  statutes  necessary  ^^for  the  administration  of  justice  ^^ 
'^'J^e'ther  found  before  the  charter  or  during  the  subsequent 
of  its  subjection  to  the  Crown  of  England,  and  this 
^  position  it  is  submitted,  is  not  affected  by  the  bill  of  rights. 
"^^ati  the  statutes  of  2  and  3  Edw.  V,  ch.  24,  and  2  Geo.  11, 
^*^-  21,  which  provided  for  the  trial  of  an  existing  offense, 
^'^i*^  necessary  '^  for  the  administration  of  justice  "  is  too  plain 
^   3^^ed  argument. 

'x^m  the  Revolution  to  the  time  of  the  cession  no  change 

iDeen  made  in  the  law  of  the  State,  except  by  the  act  of 

>,  ch.  22,  which,  however,  does  not  afifect  the  particular 

t  now  under  discussion      See  Kilty's  Reports,  165. 

le  act  of  cession  on  the  part  of  the  State  (1791,  ch.  45,) 

ided  that  the  laws  of  the  State  were  not  to  cease  in  the 

_:d  territory  until  Congress  should  otherwise  ordain,  and 

J  ^^      act  of  Congress,  February  27,  1801,  provided  that  the 

^l^^^s  of  the  State  of  Maryland,  as  they  then  existed,  should 

^     ^^d  continue  in  force  in  that  part  of  the  said  District 

.     85 
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vrhich  wae  ceded  by  the  State  to  the  United  StateB  aod  bj 
them  acc^ted. 

The  Government  contends  that  on  other  grounds  the  ju- 
risdiction of  the  court  is  ample ;  but  granting,  for  the  sake 
of  the  argument,  that  this  is  not  the  case,  it  appears  fNH& 
the  foregoing  that  under  the  law  of  Maryland  as  it  existed 
at  the  time  of  the  cession,  the  jurisdiction  is  complete;  that 
what  the  courts  of  the  colony  could  have  done  at  the  time 
of  the  Revolution  ^*for  the  administration  of  juaticCy^ in  the 
way  of  giving  effect  to  acts  of  Parliament  this  court  can  do. 

Neither  the  case  of  the  United  States  vs.  Bladen,  1  Or.  C. 
C,  548,  nor  the  case  of  the  United  States  vs.  Rolla,  reported 
in  2  Am.  Law  Journal,  138,  can  be  regarded  as  oouclosive 
precedents  in  the  present  case. 

In  the  Bladen  case  the  mortal  blow  was  given  in  Alexan*- 
dria  (then  a  part  of  the  District  of  Columbia),  the  death 
took  place  in  St.  Mary's  county,  Maryland,  and  the  oowi 
was  of  opinion  that  the  offense  was  not  complete  in  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia ;  the  act  of  Congress  relating  to  the  oee- 
oion  provided  that  in  the  part  of  the  District  of  Colatnbii 
ceded  by  the  State  of  Virginia,  the  laws  of  that  State 
in  force  at  the  time  should  continue  ii  force  until  altered 
or  repealed  by  Congress ;  so  far  as  the  trial  was  coDeerned, 
therefore,  the  law  of  Virginia  was  the  law  of  the  case,  and 
it  does  not  appear  that  the  statute  of  2  and  8  Edw.  VL  ch. 
24,  or  2  Geo.  U,  ch.  21,  was  in  force  in  that  State.  Com. 
vs.  Linton,  2  Va.  Cases,  205.  The  Bladen  case,  therefore, 
is  of  no  authority  in  determining  the  law  of  Maryland,  bj 
which  the  point  now  under  consideration  must  be  determined. 

There  is  no  official  report  of  the  Rolla  case ;  the  acceont 
in  the  Law  Journal  is  but  a  memorandum  prepared  probably 
by  the  counsel  for  the  prisoner.  It  gives  what  can  be  con- 
sidered at  most  but  the  ruling  upon  the  points  raised  of  ^ 
inferior  court,  and  whatever  may  be  our  respect  for  Jo^ 
Crawford,  it  cannot  be  maintained  that  his  dictum  in  the 
case  must  be  regarded  as  conclusive  authority.  Judical 
opinions  are  entitled  to  no  more  weight  than  the  force  of 
their  reasoning  and  the  legal  learning  displayed  in  aapport 
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them.  The  decision  in  the  Bolla  case  is  utterly  destitute 
either^  and  in  the  Bladen  case  there  is  none  of  the  one 
d  little  of  the  other  to  recommend  it. 
But  a  broader  view  may  be  taken  of  the  question.  In 
«arly  times  the  jury  were  in  fact  the  witnesses  ;  in  the  case 
of  a  crime  secretly  committed ,  where  there  were  no  wit- 
nesses, there  could  be  no  jury  trial.  Profatt  on  Jury  Trial, 
sees.  20,  29.  Gradually  they  were  allowed  to  hear  evidence 
«nd  use  their  own  knowledge  in  connection  with  it,  and  in 
the  beginning  of  the  Tudor  period  in  English  history  (1482) 
the  same  author  says  the  jury  in  its  present  form  may  be  con- 
sidered as  having  been  established. 

Bishop,  Grim.  Law,  sees.  113,  114, 115,  and  notes,  learn- 
edly discusses  whether  at  common  law  the  homicide  is  com- 
mitted in  the  locality  where  the  blow  is  given,  or  in  that  in 
which  the  death  took  place,  or  partly  in  one  or  partly  in  the 
other,  and  he  arrives  at  the  conclusion  "  that  the  infliction 
of  the  mortal  blow  constitutes  the  crime  in  felonious  homi- 
cide, yet  until  death  the  mortality  of  the  wound  cannot  be 
established  in  evidence.     •     »     •     •     •     True  the  United 
States  courts  have  held  that  if  a  blow  be  given  on  the  high 
aeaB,  and  death  follows  on  land,  this  is  not  a  homicide  fully 
committed  on  the  high  seas.     (See  U.  S.  vs.  McGill,  4  DalL, 
426  ;  XJ.  S.  vs.  Bladen,  1  Cr.  C.  C,  548.)     But  this  holding 
is  mainly  in  consequence  of  the  early  cases  not  having  been 
'Well  argued,  and  is  a  remnant  of  the  old  doctrine^  which  neces- 
sarily prevailed  when  the  petit  jurors  were  also  the  wit- 
nesses.   In  addition  to  the  American  cases  cited  by  Bishop 
in  section  118,  may  be  added  the  recent  case  of  Green  vs.  The 
State,  decided  in  the  December  term,  1880,  of  the  Supreme 
CJourt  of  Alabama,  in  which  it  was  held  that  "  the  crime  of 
murder  consists  in  the  infliction  of  the  fatal  wound,  coupled 
'vith  the  requisite  contemporaneous  intent  or  design  which 
^renders  it  felonious  ;  the  subsequent  death  of  the  injured 
party  is  a  result  or  sequence  rather  than  a  constituent  ele- 
Miental  part  of  the  crime."    This,  so  far  as  the  question  of 
jurisdiction  was  concerned,  was  held  to  be  a  correct  prin- 
ciple.   In  this  case  the  shooting  took  place  in  Alabama,  but 
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the  death  occurred  within  a  year  and  a  day  iu  the  State  of 
Georgia.  It  is  true  that  there  was  a  statute  covering  the 
oftence,  which  the  court  held  to  be  valid,  but  tlie  ruling  was 
irrespective  of  it.  Law-Central,  No.  2,  p.  90.  And  also  in 
State  vs.  Gessert,  21  Minn.,  369,  in  which  a  blow  in  the 
State  followed  by  death  in  another  State  was  held  to  be 
murder  in  the  county  where  the  blow  was  given. 

Upon  the  question  of  the  jurisdiction  to  try  the  defendant 
under  the  count  in  the  indictment  alleging  the  mortal  blow 
in  the  District  of  Columbia,  the  death  in  Monmouth  county, 
New  Jersey,  and  that  the  corpse  was  brought  back  to  tb 
District  in  which  the  mortal  blow  was  struck : 

Finch's  "  Fourth  Booke  of  Law,"  p.  411,  after  stating  tbat#",^QBt 
an  "  enditement  "  that  "  one  stroke  I.  S.  in  one  county  otr^zz»f 
which  he  died  in  another  is  no  good  enditement,"  proceeds  ^jis 
"  and,  therefore,  before  the  statute  of  2  and  3  E.  VL  (whicfcMr-s3h 
altereth  the  law  in  the  case)  ihey  were  wont  to  carry  ihm^mirte 
corpse  into  the  countie  where  the  stroke  was." 

And  Hale,  p.  426,  says  :  "  If  the  party  died  in  another  ^^^r 
county,  the  body  was  removed  into  the  county  where  th^  .^me 
stroke  was  given  for  the  coroner  to  take  an  inquest  supesr^^^ 
visum  corporiSy  &c." 

Hawkins,  page  94,  sec.  13,  says  : 

"  But  it  hath  been  holden  by  others  that  if  the  corpse  -^^e 
were  carried  into  the  county  where  the  stroke  was  given,  th^  m^g 
whole  might  be  inquired  of  by  a  jury  of  the  same  county.'  — 

East,  page  361,  says,  that  where  the  stroke  and  deatF 
were  in  difterent  counties,  it  was  (lo:il)tful  at  common  la\^^-^^; 
whether  the  oftender  could  be  indicted  at  all,  "  though  th  ^^oe 
more  common  opinion  was  that  he  mi^ht  be  indicted,  whef::^Kre 
the  stroke  was  given,  for  that  alone  is  the  act  of  the  part^^    y, 
and  the  death  is  but  a  consequence,  and  might  be  foun^tzud 
though  in  another  county,  and  the  body  was  removed  into  /^^  -Ae 
county  where  the  stroke  was  given^ 

A  note  to  the  above  in  the  Philadelphia  edition  of  180  6, 
says  that  the  statement  of  East,  as  to  the  common  opini«=3ii 
respecting  the  trial  in  the  county  where  the  blow  was  strac^J^ 
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&c.,  and  the  body  being  brought  back,  is  contrary  to  the 
sense  of  the  legislature  as  expressed  in  the  statute  of  2  and 
8  Edw.  VI,  ch.  24,  which  declares  that  *^in  such  case  it  hath 
not  been  found  that  by  the  laws  or  customs  of  this  realm 
that  any  indictment  thereof  can  be  taken  in  either  of  said 
two  counties."  It  does  not  seem,  however,  that  the  act 
refers  to  or  includes  a  case  in  which  the  body  was  brought 
back,  it  simply  deals  generally  with  the  case  of  a  blow  in 
one  county  and  the  death  in  another,  in  most  of  which  it 
vras  doubtless  not  feasible  to  bring  the  body  back,  and  such 
construction  it  should  receive  when  relied  upon  as  abolishing 
Wk  common  law  proceeding,  which,  according  to  Finch,  clearly 
obtained. 

In  the  note  to  the  sections  of  Bishop,  above  referred  to, 
he  quotes  Starkie  (1  Grim.  PI.,  2d  ed.,  3,  and  note),  upon 
tihe  question  of  bringing  the  body  back,  as  follows  : 

"  And  the  difficulty  was  frequently  avoided  by  carrying 
"the  dead  body  back  into  the  county  where  the  blow  was 
struck,  and  there  a  jury  might  inquire  both  of  the  stroke 
and  death."  And  he  adds,  "  Where  witnesses  to  the  stroke 
^who  were  to  be  the  jurors  might  identify  the  body  and  thus 
learn  of  their  own  knowledge  that  the  man  was  dead ; " 
and  Bishop  further  says,  "  I  have  never  seen  it  disputed, 
^hile  it  is  often  asserted,  that  whatever  might  be  the  legal 
rule  in  the  absence  of  the  dead  body,  if  the  body  were 
brought  back  to  the  county  where  the  blow  was  given,  there 
mighty  before  the  statute  of  2  and  3  Edw.  YI,  be  an  indict- 
ment in  such  county." 

This  statute,  even  if  the  common  law  had  been  as  stated 
in  it,  which  is  doubtful,  did  not,  as  we  have  seen,  apply  to  a 
case  where  the  body  was  brought  back. 

Under  the  counts  in  the  indictment,  alleging  the  mortal 
blow  in  one  judicial  district  and  the  death  in  another  : 

Section  781  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United  States,  edition 
of  1876,  reads  as  follows  : 

^'  When  any  offence  against  the  United  States  is  begun 
in  one  judicial  district  and  completed  in  another,  it  shall  be 
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deemed  to  have  been  committed  iu  either,  and  may  be  dealt 
with,  inquired  of,  tried,  determined  and  punished  in  either 
district  in  the  same  manner  as  if  it  had  been  actually  and 
wholly  committed  therein." 

Was  it  the  intention  of  Congress  that  the  District  of 
Columbia  should  be  considered  a  judicial  district  in  the 
sense  in  which  the  term  is  used  in  this  section. 

Sections  760,  761  and  762  of  the  Revised  Statutes  relating 

to  the  District  of  Columbia  demonstrate  this  beyond  question. 

"  Sec.  760.  The  Supreme  Court  shall  possess  the  same 
poioers  and  exercise  the  same  jurisdiction  as  the  circuit  courts  of 
the  United  States. 

'^Sec.  761.  The  justices  of  the  Supreme  Court  shall  seve- 
rally possess  the  powers  and  exercise  the  jurisdiction  possessed 
and  exercised  by  the  judges  of  circuit  courts. 

*'  Sec  762.  Any  one  of  the  justices  may  hold  a  special 
term  with  the  same  powers  and  jurisdiction  possessed  and  exer- 
cised by  district  courts  of  the  United  States." 

The  word  "  circuit,"  used  in  section  731  in  place  of 
"  district,"  in  the  revision  of  1878,  is  an  evident  error ;  no 
amendment  of  the  section  as  it  appeared  in  the  first  revision 
had  been  made,  and  the  commission  had  no  authority  to 
change  the  word  ;  the  second  revision  is  not  conclusive  and 
the  section  must  stand  as  in  the  edition  of  1875.  See  act 
of  March  2, 1877,  ch.  82,  as  amended  by  the  act  of  March9, 
1878,  ch.  26,  providing  for  appointment  of  commissioner  to 
prepare  new  edition,  &c.     19  Stats.,  268  ;  20,  27. 

In  regard  to  the  testimony  of  Mrs.  Dunmire  : 

While  a  wife  may  not  testify  as  to  what  was  communi- 
cated to  her  by  her  husband  she  is  not  prevented  frona  tes- 
tifying as  to  facts  learned  by  her  own  observation  and  open 
to  observation  of  other  parties,  although  they  concern  her 
husband.  Greenleaf,  Vol.  1,  sec.  254,  in  laying  down  the 
general  rule,  says  :  "  She  may  be  permitted  to  testify  to  facts 
which  came  to  her  knowledge  by  means  equally  accessible  to  (xnif 
person  not  standing  in  that  relation,^^ 

The  cases  of  Anderson  vs.  Kennaird,  6  Sast^  188  ;  Barer- 


vs.  Winder,  1  Car.  &  P.,  369^ ;  Coffin  m.  Jonee^  IS 

•^,  445,  and   Williams   v.  Baldwin,  8  Vt.,  suatain  thi« 

rine.    Mrs.  Dunmire  was  not  offered  to  prove  a  confi- 

'Kutial  commauication  of  Guiteau  to  her  while  his  wife. 

was  simply  giving  her  opinion  founded  on  her  own 

rvation  of  him.    Her  testimony  is  purely  negative,  u  e., 

i  she  never  observed  anything  indicating  insanity.    Ijt 

XDB  impossible  to  regard  this  as  a  disclosure  of  confiden- 

commuuications. 

HiValtbr  D.  Davidoe,  special  attorney  for  the  United 
mtes,  from  whose  argument  on  the  question  of  jurisdiction 
extract  the  following : 

This  indictment  is  under  the  act  of  Congress  of  SOth 

April,  1790,  commonly  known  as  the  crimes  act. 

The  otgection  to  the  jurisdiction  of  this  court  involves,  in 

y  humble  judgment,  two  patent  fallacies ;  first,  that  the 

ain  and  obvious  meaning  of  the  words  of  a  statute  of  the 

vTnited  States  is  to  be  controlled  by  the  common  law  ;  and, 

^^condly,  that  there  is  any  such  doctrine  known  to  the  com- 

^^on  law  as  that  the  place  of  death  is  a  constituent  element 

the  crime  of  murder. 

The  counsel  for  the  defendant  is  certainly  right  when  he 
that  there  can  be  no  crime  against  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment, save  where  it  is  created  by  statute,  and  he  might 
liave  added,  for  the  simple  reason  that  the  Federal  Govem- 
^^nent  had  no  antecedent  law  whereby  crime  was  to  exist, 
^^ud  having  no  antecedent  law,  of  course  it  had  not  any  com- 
^non  law. 

Among  the  provisions  of  the  crimes  act,  which  undoubt. 
^xUy  was  intended  to  embrace  the  whole  area  of  crime  against 
^he  Government,  is  the  following : 

^'Sbo.  8.  And  be  it  enactedy  ^c.     That  if   any  person 

^r  persons  shall  within  any  fort,  arsenal,  dock-yard,  maga 

^na,  or  in  any  other  place  or  district  of  country,  under  the 

moie  and  exclusive  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States,  commit 

i^he  crime  of  wilful  murder,  such  person  or  persons  on  beinn^ 

iJiereof  convicted,  shall  suffer  death."    (1  Stat,  113.) 
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That  statnte  was  passed  eleven  years  before  the  acquisi- 
tion of  the  District  of  CoUimbia,  and  was  in  anticipation  of 
11k>  ai>\uisition,  as  well  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  as  of 
othor  nivilfnl  places,  all  of  which  places  when  from  time  to 
timo  ctsioii.  came  under  the  operation  of  the  act. 

This  is  a  very  plain  statute.  It  says,  so  plainly  that  he 
who  nins  may  read,  that  if  any  person  shall,  within  any 
i\Uoo  subject  to  the  exclusive  jurisdiction  of  the  Federal 
itovonnnent,  commit  the  crime  of  murder,  such  person 
should  suffer  death. 

What  is  meant  by  committing  the  crime  of  murder?   The 
ff^l  fundamental  rule  to  be  applied  to  the  construction  o 
this  and  all  other  statutes,  is  that  the  words  of  the  legisla 
Xnte  are  to  be  taken  in  their  plain  and  ordinary  and  popula 

sense. 

It  is  charged  in  the  indictment,  and  found  by  the  jur 

lliat  the  defendant  struck  the  mortal  blow   here,  whereve"  ^^^^r 
the  victim  died.     Does  anybody  deny  that  the  offenge  in^crni- 
tended  to  be  punished  by  the  above  law  is  the  act?    Iti^cria 
the  commission — the  law  says,  in   plain   terms,  that  if  an  ^^cy 
person  in  said  district  shall  comynU.     Let  me  call  attentio^^n 
to  the  places  in  relation  to  which  the  legislature  was  enac  -^t- 
ing  this  law.     They  were  not  places  where  communities  weiz::^B*e 
expected  to  congregate.     The  largest  of  all  these  embract===id 
in  the  law  is  the  District   of  Columbia.     A  dock-yard  do       cs. 
not  aftbrd  accomodations  for  people  who  are  stricken  I      jy 
mortal  blows.     Neither  does  an  arsenal,  nor  a  post-offic^^e^ 
nor  a  custom-house,  nor  a  court-house.     And  yet  if  I  ^-:in 
wrong,  in  respect  of  what  Congress  meant  by  the  use    -^f 
this  word  commit,  the  legislature  intended  that  a  Preside '■at 
of  the  United  States  could  be  struck  mortally  in  any  one    of 
the  places  mentioned,  and  it  would  not  be  murder  unless  "fce 
died  within  such  places. 

We  have  heard  of  the  statute  of  2d  and  3d  Edward  VJ, 
whereby,  when  the  mortal  stroke  was  in  one  county  of  Eng- 
land and  death  in  another,  the  jury  of  the  county  where  the 
victim  died  could  try  the  offense  ;  and  also  of  2d  Geo.  H* 
providing  for  cases  where  either  the  stroke  or  death  hap^ 
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pened  within  that  part  of  Q-reat   Britain   called  England. 
-^nt  the  difficulty  in  the  United  States  is  that  legislation 
^ould  not  in  many  cases  provide  a  remedy.    The  sixth  amend- 
to  the  Constitution  provides — 
*^  In  all  criminal  prosecutions  the  accused  shall  enjoy  the 
to  a  speedy  trial  by  an  impartial  jury  of  the  State  and 
^is-trict  wherein  the  crime  shall  have  been  commiiiedy 
^  Av^ell,  if  murder  cannot  be  committed  unless  the  victim 
within  the  judicial  district  where  the  mortal  blow  is 
ck,  it  is  absolutely  impossible  for  Congress  to  apply  a 
^'^^nedy  in  any  case  where  the  blow  is  struck  in  one  juris- 
^tion  and  the  victim  dies  in  another.    For  by  the  organic 
^^  the  party  charged  is  entitled  to  a  trial  in  the  State  or 
strict  where  the  crime  is  committed. 
Do  you  believe  that  the  legislature  intended  to  perpetrate 
e  huge  farce  of  undertaking  to  punish  crimes  committed 
these  places  by  a  provision  that  would  be  brutem  fulmen 
the  party  left  that  place  and  passed  into  the  jurisdiction 
a  State  ?     Or  do  you  believe  that  in  cases  where  the  party 
Stricken  passed  from  the  place  under  the  exclusive  jurisdic- 
'^ion  of  the  Federal  Government,  and  died,  it  was  intended 
'tliat  the  crime  committed  should  not  be  that  of  murder? 
But  it  is  said  that  the  common  law  imposes  upon  this  law 
^he  condition  provided  the  party  struck  shall  die  within  the 
^Bounty. 

My  answer  is,  what  has  the  Congress  of  the  United  States 

^o  do  with  the  common  law  ?    I  concede  that  in  this  sec- 

'tion  of  the  crimes  act,  the  words  "  the  crime  of  murder  " 

T)eing  used  we  all  turn  to  the  jurisprudence  of  the  mother 

country  to  find  out  the  meaning  of  those  words.     But  I  am 

at  an  utter  loss  to  conceive  how,  when  the  Congress  of  the 

United  States  has  passed  a  law,  the  plain  meaning  of  that 

law  can  be  controlled  or  overridden  by  considerations  which 

belong  to  the  territorial  division  of  the  mother  country,  or 

the  machinery  by  which  the  crime  of  murder  was  punished 

there,  or  the  incidents  to  or  consequences  of  such  crime 

there,  or  the  policy  of  that  country,  or  indeed  anything  else 

but  the  meaning  of  the  word  murder.    For  that  I  admit  we 
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turn  to  the  law  of  England  as  understood  when  the  act  w 
passed  ;  but  what  part  of  that  law  ?     If  a  technical  term  i^ 
used  in  an  act  of  Congress,  that  of  murder  as  here,  for  in 
stance,  are  we  to  turn  for  s^uidance  to  what  the  judicial  an 
legal  mind  of  the  mother  country  recognized  and  reprobate 
as  murder,  or  are  we  to  be  remitted  to  the  twilight  and  bar 
barism  of  the  common  law  ? 

There  is  no  writer  upon  English  law  who  defines  the  crime 


of  niurder  as  involving,  as  a  constituent  element,  the  deatl 
of  the  victim  in  the  jurisdiction  where  the  blow  was  struck  _  ^ 
The  whole  difficulty  lay  in  the  circumscribed  powers  of  ^*  n 
English  grand  jury,  which  did  not  allow  that  body,  whe 
death  took  place  beyond  the  county,  to  find  the  fact  of  deat 
which  fact  you  will  observe,  but  not  the  place  where  it  ha 
pened,  was  an  inherent  essential  element  in  the  crime  of  mni 


der.    4th  Blk.  Com.,  195  ;  Coke  P.  C,  47  ;  Hale  P.  C,  42£ 
426  ;  Hawkins  P.  C,  92  ;  East.  Crown  Law,  214,  §  2  ;  Kin 
vs.  Hargrave,  5  C.  &  P.,  510  ;  Grosvener  vs.  Inhabitants 
Lath,  12  East,  344.     These   authorities  abundantly  she 
that  according  to  the  definitions  of  murder  nowhere  is  t 
place  of  death  an  element  of  the  case. 

In  the  Constitution  of  our  country  it  is  a  very  c(»nm 
thing  to  use  terms  which  require  definition  or  explanatii 
by  reference  to  English  jurisprudence.    Thus  the  Constit 
tion  speaks  of  a  bankrupt  system.    It  speaks  also  of  mat"^- 
time  and  admiralty  jurisdiction.     What  is  the  meaning  ^::>f 
these  terms?     How  far  back  are  we  to  go  to  get  a  meanings? 
If,  in  respect  of  bankruptcy,  we  went  back  to  the  twiligB^t 
we  would  not  get  any  meaning  at  all,  for  there  was  no  b«anl** 
ruptcy  system.     The  whole  system  in  England  is  statutory, 
so  far  as  I  know.     So,  if,  in  respect  of  admiralty  or  ma"K:^- 
time  jurisdiction,  we  went  back  to  the  beginning,  we  w(Hm3d 
inevitably  strike  upon  the  rock  of  barbarism.     What,  theK^- 
fore,  is  the  correct  rule  when  either  the  Constitution  or*  a 
statute  uses  a  technical  term?     Surely,  it  is  the  accept^ 
and  recognized  meaning  of  that  word  at  the  time  of  scidi 
use,  whether  such  meaning  be  the  result  of  the  original  prin- 
ciples of  the  common  law  or  of  statutory  enactment^  aod 
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tho  rule  of  reference  is  even  then  not  a  very  stnngent  one. 
Reference  is  not  made  to  a  rule  to  control  and  override  the 
legislative  intent,  but  only  to  something  which  may  af- 
fbr^ci  light  in  the  ascertainment  of  such  intent.  If,  withojit 
sixoli  reference,  the  intent  is  clear,  then  the  courts  must  exe- 
^^^'fc^  the  intent,  although  varying  from,  or,  even  in  direct 
coKiflict  with,  any  principle  or  rule  of  English  jurisprudence, 
So^  Waring  vs.  Clark,  5  How.,  441,  456,  457,  458. 

iSTow,  let  us  suppose  a  place  under  the  exclusive  jurisdiction 
P^    the  Federal  Government,  and  a  party  mortally  stricken 
^^=^    cneh  place,  and  then  taken  for  health,  or  what  not,  into 
^  judicial  district  beyond  that  in  which  the  place  is  situated, 
^fc^^n  you  have  not  only  the  evil  that  is  presented  here  of  a 
*^Xlare  of  justice,  but  you  have  such  failure  incurable  under 
***^^  Constitution  of  your  country,  if  *^  committed  "  means 
^''Viat  it  is  contended  on  the  other  side  to  mean.    It  would 
^ot  be  competent  even  for  Congress  to  afibrd  any  remedy 
^^tatever.    But  to  the  end  of  time,  or  until  an  amendment 
^f  the  Constitution,  the  crime  of  murder  is  to  stalk  unpun- 
^^hed,  simply  because  whilst  the  evil  energy  of  the  criminal 
"^as  exerted  to  its   utmost  in  one  judicial  district  of  the 
CTnited  States  the  death  of  the  party  stricken  ensued  in  an- 
other judicial  district. 

The  thing  punished,  then,  by  the  law  is  the  act — where 
a  person  "  commits."  There  is  no  room  for  doubt.  The  un- 
derlying  fallacy  in  respect  of  this  whole  subject  of  jurisdic- 
tion consists  simply  in  not  discriminating  between  the 
Crime  and  the  processes  whereby  in  ancient  times  the  crime 
"Was  punished. 

If  you  will  refer  to  4th  Blackstone  Commentaries,  195,  Ac, 
it  will  be  found  that  the  writer  there  treats  at  large  of  the 
crime  of  murder,  but  does  not  allude,  however  remotely,  to 
the  death  of  the  stricken  man  beyond  the  county  or  the 
realm.  It  is  afterwards,  and  when  treating  of  the  processes 
'Whereby  the  crime  was  punished,  that  he  points  out  the  lim- 
ited powers  of  an  English  jury  and  the  remedies  applied  by 
I^arliament  in  the  acts  of  2  and  8  Edward  YL  and  2 
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The  same  may  be  said  of  the  arransjement  adopted 
that  accurate  writer,  Mr.  East.     He  defines  murder,  VoL 
at  section  112,  «and  devotes  many  pages  to  the  consideratL 
of.  the  crime.     Subsequentty,  commencing  at  section  1! 
Vol.  1,  he  examines  the  processes  of  punishment ;  or  in 
own  language,  "where  this  oifense  may  be  examined  ii 
and  tried";  and  then,  for  the  first  time,  explains  the  ins^ 
ficiency  of  the  power  of  a  grand  jury,  in  consequence  of    i 
inquiry  being  confined  to  the  county,  and  the  remedy  enact:-e 
to  supply  such  insuflftciency. 

I  ought  to  state  in  this  connection  that,  although  wlier« 
•the  victim  died  beyond  the  county  of  the  stroke,  the  often- 
der  could  not,  at  common  law,  be  punished  by  indictment, 
it  is  a  great  mistake  to  suppose  that  there  was  no  other 
punishment  for  the  oftense.    At  that  time  in  England  there 
was  a  proceeding  very  common,  that  of  appeal  of  murder, in 
which  the  wife,  or  near  relative  of  the  deceased  party,  could 
recover  both  compensation  for  the  loss  sustained,  and  at  the 
same  time  a  judgment  as  severe  as  if  the  oft'ender  had  been 
indicted.     That  proceeding,  involving  both  the  vindication 
of  private  right  and  public  justice,  could  be  instituted  in  the 
county  where  the  mortal  blow  was  struck,  although  death 
ensued  in  another  county. 

East  says  : 

"  At  common  law  the  appellant  had  his  election  to  bring 
his  appeal  in  either  county,  in  which  case  it  was  triable  by 
a  jury  returned  from  each.     Crown  Law,  sec.  128. 

Thus,  it  is  not  true  that  when  the  deceased  died  in  the 
county  where  stricken,  murder  ceased  to  be  murder  if  he  died 
in  another  county  ;  on  the  contrary,  it  was  murder  every- 
where. 

On  this  subject  of  an  appeal  of  murder  I  respectfully  refer 
the  court  to  4  Bl.  Com.,  312-316  ;  and  the  appeal  of  murder 
case  in  Maryland  of  Soaper  vs.  Negro  Town,  1  H  4;  McH.,P- 

Could  there  be  a  stronger  illustration — that  the  defect  of 
the  common  law  consisted  in  the  incapacity  of  the  grand ju^ 
to  inquire  of  the  fact  of  death  where  it  happened  oat  of 
the  county,  and  not  in  the  monstrous  notion  that  there  wW 
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crime  ^^here  death  so  happened — than  in  the  passage 
i  ted  from  East. 

JBut  this  is  not  all.     Where  the  body  of  the  deceased  was 
carried  back  into. the  county  where  the  blow  was  struck,  the 
nd  jury  had  full  power  to  inquire  and  find  the  indictment, 
by?     The  only  reason  why  the  indictment  could  not  be 
^o^xnd  where  the  deceased  died  in  another  county,  or  died 
^l>iroad,  was  that  the  vision  of  the  grand  jury  was  not  by  the 
32i^glish  law  allowed  to  penetrate  beyond  the  limits  of  the 
<^oxMty.    They  could  not,  therefore,  inquire  whether  the  de- 
was  dead  or  not,  and  death  was  a  postulate  of  the 
me  of  murder,  not  death  in  a  particular  place,  but  death  ; 
inasmuch  as  death  happened  out  of  the  county  the  grand 
jti^^  strange  and  as  absurd  as  it  may  appear  at  the  present 
^^^,  could  not  inquire  and  ascertain  that  fact.    But  suppose 
^^^c  dead  body  was  taken  back  into  the  county  where  the 
"X^w  was  inflicted.    The  fact  of  death  was  then  a  fnct  within 
€  county  unmistakably  shown  by  the  body.    The  man  who 
quick  before  was  in  the  county  dead  ;  hence  the  grand 
ry  had  full  power  to  inquire,  and  that  too  in  the  most 
^^cient  period  of  the  common  law.     (Finch  *'  Fourthe  Book 
^«*  Law,"  411 ;  Hale's  P.  C,  426  ;  Hawkius'  P.  C,  92,  s.  13  ; 
^   East's  Crown  Law,  s.  128.) 

But,  says  the  learned  gentleman  who  opened  this  argument 
^Or  the  defense,  "  There  was  no  coroner's  inquest  in  this 
^^^se,"  I  never  knew  that  a  coroner's  inquest  was  necessary 
"to  call  into  action  the  powers  of  a  grand  jury.  Besides,  I 
^m  now  discussing  the  meaning  of  the  term  murder  as  used 
iti  the  English  common  law  ;  and  it  is  demonstrable  that  so 
t*»r  from  the  crime  not  being  committed  when  the  deceased 
^ied  beyond  the  county  where  the  blow  was  struck,  it  was  as 
Completely  committed  as  if  the  deceased  had  died  in  that 
County  ;  and  in  the  most  ancient  days  of  the  common  law 
^he  carrying  of  the  body  to  such  county  enabled  a  grand  jury 
^o  find  an  indictment. 

A  very  interesting  case  on  this  subject  is  the  case  of  the 
IKing  vs.  Burdette,  4  B.  &  Aid.,  436,  where  Chief-Justice 
A.bbott  very  fully  treated  of  this  subject  of  the  circum- 


628  Unitsd  Statss  v.  Guitba?. 

scribed  power  of  a  jury  to  inquire  beyond  the  county  either 
in  criminal  or  civil  cases. 

In  further  illustration  of  the  proposition  that  the  crime 
of  murder  was  at  common  law  complete  where  death  en- 
sued, wherever  it  ensued,  you  will  see  that  neither  of  the 
statutes  of  2d  and  3d  Edw.  VI,  and  2d  Geo.  IE  created  a 
new  felony,  but  merely  provided  a  mode  of  punishment  for 
a  crime  already  existing. 

As  stated  by  East  (1  Crown  Law,  sec.  130),  "The  statate 
of  2d  and  3d  Edward  VI  created  no  felony,  but  merely  re- 
moved the  difficulty  which  was  supposed  to  exist  in  the  trial 
of  murder  where  the  stroke  was  in  one  county  and  the  death 
in  another."  So  with  respect  to  the  statute  of  2d  Geo.  II, 
it  created  no  new  felony,  but  simply  enlarged  the  proceed- 
ing of  punishment  by  indictment  of  ofiensee  which  upon 
the  face  of  the  statute  itself  are  declared  to  be  murders. 

In  concluding  on  this  question  of  jurisdiction,  if  thii 
court  should  not  concur  with  the  views  here  presented,  I «ib- 
mit  that  the  jurisdiction  can  be  maintained  upon  thegroond 
so  ably  and  elaborately  discussed  by  Judge  Cox  in  his  opin- 
ion J  that  is,  that  the  statute  of  2d  Geo.  11,  was  partwd 
parcel  of  the  laws  of  the  State  of  Maryland,  which  were 
adopted  and  applied  by  Congress  to  the  District  of  Colom- 
bia by  the  act  of  the  27th  of  February,  1801.  It  ie  not 
possible  for  me  to  add  anything  to  the  learning,  research, 
and  reasoning  of  that  opinion,  and  it  is  not  surprising  that 
the  learned  counsel  for  the  defense  has  not  even  attempted 
to  controvert  the  views  expressed  and  enforced  by  the 
learned  judge.* 

Mr.  Justice  James  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court : 

The  defendant,  Charles  J.  Guiteau,  was  indicted,  tried, 
convicted  and  sentenced  at  a  criminal  term  of  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  for  the  murder  of  James 
A.  Garfield,  and  has  now  brought  his  case  into  the  general 
term  for  review  upon  certain  questions  of  law. 

*Sse  the  opinion  of  Mr.  Justice  Cox  in  tlie  appendix. 


UnITSD  SlAlSB  9.   GUXTBAU.  527 

It  i^ears  by  the  record  that  the  defendant  shot  the  de- 
ceased mt  the  2d  day  of  July,  A.  D.  1881,  with  a  pistol,  in 
the  station  of  the  Baltimore  and  Potomac  railroad,  in  the  city 
and  county  of  Washington,  in  the  District  of  Columbia,  and 
that  the  deceased  afterwards,  on  the  19th  day  of  September^ 
A.  D.  1881,  died  at  Elberon,  in  the  county  of  Monmouth,  in 
the  State  of  New  Jersey,  of  the  mortal  wound  caueod  by 
that  shooting ;  that  the  dead  body  of  the  deceased  wae 
afterwards  brought  from  New  Jersey  into  this  city  and 
county,  and  that  no  inquest  thereon  was  held  by  the  coroner 
<Hr  other  officer  in  the  District  of  Columbia.  These  facts 
are  undisputed. 

This  indictment  is  founded  on  section  5839  of  the  Revised 
Statutes  of  the  United  States,  which  provides  that — 

<<  Every  person  who  commits  murder  within  any  fort, 
arsenal,  dock-yard,  magazine  or  in  any  other  place,  or  dis- 
trict of  country  under  the  exclusive  jurisdiction  of  the 
United  States    •     •     •     shall  suffer  death." 

A«  the  argument  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  questioned 
the  application  of  this  general  statute  to  the  District  of 
Columbia,  and  as  this  question  has  not  hitherto  been  form- 
ally presented  on  appeal,  we  propose  now  to  re-examine  it, 
notwithstanding  indictments  under  this  statute  have  always 
been  sustained  in  the  criminal  court  and  sentence  been 
affirmed  here. 

That  part  of  section  5339  which  has  been  cited  was  drawn,  in 
the  revision  of  the  statutes,  from  the  act  of  April  80,  1790, 
known  as  the  first  crimes  act,  which  was  passed  in  the  second 
session  of  the  first  Congress,  when  the  legislature  was  occu- 
pied in  measures  for  putting  the  new  government  in  opera- 
tion.    The  third  section  of  that  act  provided — 

"  That  if  any  person  or  persons  shall,  within  any  fort, 
arsenal,  dock-yard,  magazine,  or  in  any  other  place  or  dis- 
trict of  country,  under  the  sole  and  exclusive  jurisdiction  of 
the  United  States,  commit  the  crime  of  wilful  murder,  such 
person  or  persons,  on  being  thereof  convicted,  shall  suffer 
death." 
The  Constitution  of  the  United  States  had  provided  that^- 
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"  The  Congress  shall  have  power  *  •  •  to  exerdse 
exclusive  legislation  in  all  cases  whatsoever,  over  such  dis- 
trict (not  exceeding  ten  miles  square)  as  raay  by  cession  of 
particular  States,  and  the  acceptance  of  Congress  become 
the  seat  of  the  Govern  naent  of  the  United  States,  and  to 
exercise  like  authority  over  all  places  purchased  by  the  con- 
sent of  the  legislature  of  the  State  in  which  the  same  shall 
be,  for  the  erection  of  forts,  magazines,  arsenals,  dock-yards, 
and  other  needful  buildings."    Art.  I,  section  8. 

It  will  be  observed  that,  in  designating  the  places  in 
which  the  commission  of  murder  should  be  deemed  a  crime 
against  the  United  States,  the  legislature  employed  substan- 
tially, and  to  some  extent,  precisely  the  language  found  in 
that  clause  of  the  Constitution  which  conferred  upon  it  the 
power  to  exercise  exclusive  legislation  over  certain  places. 
It  was  the  duty  of  the  legislature  to  provide  at  some  time 
for  the  cases  thus  committed  to  its  power  by  the  Constitu- 
tion, and  it  is  to  be  gathered  from  this  similarity  of  the 
language  of  the  statutes  and  of  the  clause  of  the  Constitu- 
tion referred  to,  that  the  legislature  intended  to  perfom 
that  duty  at  once,  in  organizing  the  machinery  of  the  new 
government.  Considered  from  this  point  of  view  the  terms 
of  the  law  indicate  an  intention  to  provide,  so  far  as  the 
crime  of  murder  was  concerned,  not  only  for  the  forts,  arse- 
nals, magazines,  and  dock-yards  mentioned  in  the  Constitu- 
tion, but  for  the  particular  district  described  in  the  same 
clause  of  that  instrument.  The  designation  of  place  was  as 
strictly  applicable  to  the  district,  as  to  the  forts  and  maga- 
zines there  mentioned.  And  if  it  be  objected  that  the  new 
government  possessed  at  that  time  no  district  of  country 
which  had  become  its  seat,  the  answer  is,  that  neither  had 
it  at  that  time  the  dock-yards  and  magazines  for  which  the 
statute  provided  protection  against  this  crime.  Every  part 
of  that  section  related  to  places  yet  to  be  acquired.  There- 
fore, if  its  terms  aptly  described  the  "  district  of  country" 
which  has  since  been  acquired  as  the  seat  of  the  Grovernment 
of  the  United  States,  they  must  be  held  to  apply  to  that  dis- 
trict quite  as  certainly,  and  by  the  same  rule  of  construction, 
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by  which  they  are  applied  to  forts  and  dock-yarda  which  were 
Kiot  then  in  existence,  bat  have  been  acquired  since  the  pas- 
Ba^  of  that  act.  We  are  not  even  embarrassed,  under  this 
theory  of  construction,  by  a  suggestion  that  Congress  most 
be  supposed,  in  that  case,  to  be  legislating  about  a  matter 
which  then  floated  in  uncertainty  ;  for  this  very  district  of 
country,  subject  to  ascertainment  by  certain  measures  to  be 
taken  on  the  part  of  the  United  States,  was  accepted,  for 
the  purpose  of  a  seat  of  government,  by  the  act  of  July  16, 
1790,  passed  at  the  same  session  with  the  crimes  act,  and 
only  eleven  weeks  later,  so  that  its  acquisition  must  already 
bave  been  regarded  as  substantially  an  accomplished  fact.  We 
know,  too,  that  from  the  beginning  it  had  been  for  important 
reasons,  the  an  xioas  pu rpose  of  Congress  to  remove  the  Govern- 
i3ient  from  Philadelphia,  and  to  secure  the  new  residence  con- 
templated by  the  Constitution.  In  view  of  that  purpose,it  was 
natural  that  Congress  should  at  once  include  this  future  dis- 
trict, when  it  came  to  provide  for  places  under  the  sole  and 
exclusive  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States.  But,  apart  from 
these  considerations,  we  know  of  no  principle  which  should 
take  out  of  a  statute  which,  by  explicit  and  unlimited 
terms,  included  any  and  every  "  district  of  country  under 
the  sole  and  exclusive  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States,"  a 
district  which  falls  precisely  within  that  description,  though, 
like  all  the  forts,  magazines,  and  dock-yards  of  the  United 
States,  it  was  acquired  since  the  passage  of  that  act. 

If  the  third  section  of  the  act  of  1790  would  apply  at  once 
to  the  District  of  Columbia  when  it  came  under  the  exclu- 
aive  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States,  it  was  not  put  aside 
«nd  superseded  by  the  general  provision  of  the  act  of  Febru- 
ary 27, 1801 : 

"  That  the  laws  of  the  State  of  Maryland,  as  they  now 
exist,  shall  be  and  continue  in  force  in  that  pjirt  of  the  said 
District  which  was  ceded  by  that  State  to  the  United  Statep, 
aod  by  them  accepted."     2  Stat.,  103. 

As  these  two  provisions  were  not  regugnant,  but  could 
^p^r^te  together^  this  general  provision  of  the  later  stata^^^ 
S6 
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for  the  adoption  of  a  body  of  law,  both  statute  and  common^ 
and  relating  to  a  vast  diversity  of  subjects,  did  not  disturb 
the  more  particular  provision  of  the  earlier  statute  relating 
to  a  particular  subject  in  that  District. 

We  believe,  therefore,  that  the  third  section  of  the  act  of 
1790  has  been  in  force  in  this  District  ever  since  it  came 
under  the  exclusive  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States.  Bat 
if  we  had  any  doubt  upon  that  question,  we  should  hold;. 
without  doubt,  that  it  has  been  in  force  here  since  the  2l8t 
day  of  February,  1871,  by  virtue  of  the  act  of  that  date 
establishing  a  new  form  of  government  for  this  District. 
The  thirty-fourth  section  of  that  act,  which  is  now  embodied 
in  section  93  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  for  the  District  of 
Columbia,  provides  that : 

"  All  the  laws  of  the  United  States  which  are  not  locally 
inapplicable  shall  have  the  same  force  and  effect  within  the 
District  as  elsewhere  in  the  United  States." 

Under  the  operation  of  this  provision  other  laws  of  the 
United  States  relating  to  crimes  have  been  enforced  here; 
and  if  any  law  can  come  within  the  description  of  "not 
locally  inapplicable,"  surely  the  law  of  1790,  which  by  its 
strict  and  peculiar  terms,  is  not  only  locally  applicable,  but, 
as  we  think,  was  originally  intended  to  be  locally  applied^ 
must  do  so.    If  it  was  put  aside  in  1801,  by  the  adoption 
of  the  laws  of  Maryland,  its  operation  was  restored  in  1871, 
The  usual  rule  of  construction  as  to  repeals  is,  that  a  special 
provision,  relating  to  a  particular  case  or  locality,  is  not  super- 
seded by  a  general  provision  for  all  places  and  cases ;  butna 
such  problem  is  presented  here.     Both  the  act  of  1801  and 
the  act  of  1871  made*  a  comprehensive  provision  for  a  whole 
body  of  laws,  which  should  be  in  force  here,  and,  to  the  ex- 
tent of  its  purview,  the  latter  provision  necessarily  super- 
sedes the  earlier. 

We  are  of  the  opinion,  then,  that  sec.  6839  of  the  Revised 

'Statutes  of  the  United  States  applies  to  murder  committed 

within  the  District  of  Columbia.    It  will  be  found  that 

upon  this  conclusion  rest  some  very  important  considera* 
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tions  in  determining  when  the  crime  of  murder  can  be  held 
to  have  been  committed  "  within  "  this  District. 

The  next  question  is  whether  the  case  presented  by  the- 

record  can  be  held  to  fall  within  this  act.    The  contention 

^^   "the  part  of  the  defendant  is  that  murder  cannot  be  held 

*^  Iiuve  been  committed  within  the  District  of  Columbia, 

^^Cie  the  consequent  death  happened  in  the  State  of  New 

5y,  and  that  therefore  the  court  had  no  jurisdiction  to 

convict,  and  sentence  him  for  murder.    The  theory  of 

*^i^  contention  is,  that  murder  cannot  be  held  to  have  been 

^^'•^^mitted  in  a  designated  place,  unless  both  the  blow  and 

^*^^  consequent  death  happen  there.    In  support  of  this  con- 

^^tition  it  has  been  argued  that,  as  murder  is  a  term  of  the 

^^tnmon  law,  and  describes  a  crime  known  to  the  common  law, 

^«  must  have  recourse  to  that  law  in  ascertaining  not  only 

^hen  but  where  it  can  be  said  to  have  been  committed. 

It  is  a  settled  rule  of  construction  that  when  a  statute 
Arrows  a  technical  phrase  from  the  common  law  the  courts 
'feuBt  resort  to  the  same  source  for  its  definition.  Whether 
the  courts  of  the  United  States  must  do  so  for  any  purpose 
heyond  this,  in  construing  and  applying  a  statute  of  the 
United  States,  on  the  ground  that  it  deals  with  the  same 
subject  which  had  been  dealt  with  by  the  common  law,  is  a 
question  which  we  shall  consider  in  the  proper  place.  Be- 
fore doing  so  we  shall  consider  what  the  conclusions  of  the 
common  law  actually  were,  and  what  limitations  they  would 
impose  if  applied  to  this  satute.  And,  first,  was  it  a  conclu- 
sion— a  rule  of  the  common  law — ^that  murder  was  not  com- 
mitted in  a  particular  place,  for  example,  in  a  particular 
county,  if  the  death  ensued  in  another  county?  It  is  first 
stated  as  a  fact,  that,  in  such  a  case,  the  offender  could  not 
be  indicted  of  murder  in  either  county,  and  then  it  is 
claimed  that  the  reason  of  this  fact  was  that  no  complete 
felony  had  been  committed  in  either.  For  a  solution  of 
this  question  we  must  turn  to  the  higher  authorities  on  the 
common  law  and  to  the  facts  of  history. 

The  preamble  of  the  statute  of  2  and  8  Edw.  YI  has 
always  been  treated  as  one  of  the  landmarks  in  determining 
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this  question,  and  it  is  necessary  that  we  also  should  turrx  ^ 
it.  So  much  of  it  as  relates  to  this  subject  is  in  the  follow 
ing  words : 

"  Forasmuch  as  the  most  necessary  office  and  duty  of   tfce 
law  is  to  preserve  and  save  the  life  of  man,  and  condig-nij 
to  punish  such  persons  that  unlawfully  and  wilfully  murder, 
flay,  and  destroy  man.     *     *     *     II.  And  where  it  often 
happeneth  and  cometh  in  ure  in  sundry  counties  of  this 
realm  that  a  man  is  feloniously  stricken  in  one  county,  and 
after  dieth  in  another  county,  in  which  case  it  hath  not 
been  founded  by  the  laws  or  customs  of  this  realm  that  any 
sufficient  indictment  thereof  can  be  taken  in  any  of  the 
said  two  counties,  for  that  by  the  custom  of  this  realm  the 
jurors  of  the  county  where  such  party  died  of  such  stroke  can 
take  no  knowledge  of  the  said  stroke  being  in  a  foreign  eovadjfy 
although   the   same  two   counties  and  places  adjoin  veiy 
nearly  together  ;  we  the  jurors  of  the  county  where  the  stroke 
was  given  cannot  take  knowledge  of  the  death  in  another  eounif/f 
although  such   death  most   apparently  came  of  the  same 
stroke ;  so  that  the  King's  majesty  within  his  own  realm 
cannot,  by  any   laws  yet   made  or   known,  punish  such 
murderers  or  manquellers  for  offenses  in  this  form  commit- 
ted and   done,     •     •     •     for   redress  and  punishment  of 
which  offences,  and  safeguard  of  life,  be  it  enacted,  &c. 

These  words  suggest  important  observations.  The  first 
clause  of  the  preamble  indicates  that  it  was  the  intention 
of  the  legislature  to  deal  with  cases  of  ^^  murder,"  and  the 
second  describes  the  persons  who  are  said  to  have  escaped  as 
"  murderera."  It  was  not  a  new  offense,  but  the  old  offense 
of  "  murder,"  which  was  to  be  provided  for,  and  this  was  to 
be  done  by  providing  a  sufficient  indictment.  The  other 
observation  is  that  the  sole  reason  assigned  for  the  escape  of 
certain  offenders  was  that  the  jurors  of  one  county  coold 
take  no  knowledge  of  a  stroke  or  a  death  in  another  connt/. 
It  is  not  intimated  that  the  felony  was  divided,  and  there- 
fore incomplete  in  either  county ;  while  it  is  affirmatively 
etf^tod  that  the  obfitacle  in  the  way  of  punishing  the  crime 
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lay  in  the  fact  that  the  juries  lacked  power  to  take  knowledge 
beyond  their  counties. 

The  assertions  of  this  legislative  preamble  of  course  have 
less  authority  than  judicial  decisions  concerning  the  actual 
state  of  the  common  law,  and  are  shown  by  earlier  decisions 
to  be  too  broad.  It  was  not  true  that  murder  could  not  be 
sufficiently  indicted  and  punished  in  any  case  where  the  fatal 
blow  was  struck  in  one  county  and  death  ensued  in  another. 
A  statement  made  by  the  court  in  John  Lang's  case,  which 
^as  decided  in  6  Hen.  VII,  p.  10,  fifty-nine  years  before  the 
statnte  of  2  and  3  Edw.  VI,  is  conclusive  authority  that  the 
wime  might  be  tried  in  the  county  where  the  blow  was  struck^ 
if  the  body  was  brought  thither  from  the  county  where  the 
i^a^th  happened,  so  that  the  jury  might  have  the  evidence  of 
•he  death  within  their  lawful  cognizance.  After  stating  a 
^aso  where  the  blow  and  the  death  happened  in  different 
'Utilities,  the  court  said  :  "  In  this  case  it  has  been  used^  after 
*^^  death,  to  bring  the  dead  man,  to  wit,  the  body,  into  the 
^^nty  where  he  was  struck,  and  then  to  enquire  and 
^  Cnd  that  he  was  struck,  and  died  of  that."  Such  a  prac- 
^^^  shows,  first,  that  the  obstacle  in  the  way  of  an  indictment 
^^  the  limitation  of  the  jury's  power  *Wo  take  knowledge ;^^ 
^^A,  secondly,  that  the  murder  was  deemed  to  have  been 
mitted  in  the  county  where  the  blow  was  struck,  not  with- 
holding the  consequent  death  happened  in  another  county. 
>nly  a  year  later  (7  Hen.  VII,  p.  8),  in  a  case  where  no 
^^li  device  as  the  removal  of  the  body  appears  to  have  been 
^^c^rted  to,  the  court  went  a  step  farther,  and  it  was  held 
t  an  indictment  which  laid  the  blow  in  Middlesex  and 
death  in  Essex  was  good  because  the  striking  was  the 
tcipal  act  and  they  who  could  take  notice  of  the  principal 
^  ^=^Dce,  could  take  notice  of  the  death,  as  accessory,  though  in 
»ther  county.  There  was  a  dissenting  opinion,  but  the 
is  authority  to  the  point  that  at  common  law  the  mur- 
was  committed  where  the  felonious  blow  was  struck, 
^^^maille,  J.,  said : 

^  ^It  seems  that  it  is  not  material  where  he  died,  for  the 
^^^king  is  the  principal  point,  but  it  requires  death ;  other* 
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wUe  It  ii  not  felony  ;  bat  whether  he  died  in  one  place  or 
Auuthor  ia  not  matarial." 

The  oarly  authorities  leave  no  room  to  doubt  that  the 
00U4UU>n  law,  before  its  course  was  iutermpted  and  confused 
hy  the  statute  of  Edward  VI,  held  that  when  the  fatal  blow 
wa*4  tttruok  in  one  county  and  death  ensued  in  another  the 
luuixler  was  oouunltted  where  the  blow  was  struck.  What- 
ever dittioulty  there  may  have  been  in  the  way  of  an  indict' 
lueut  v>r  trial  lay  in  the  question  whether  the  jury  could  know 
anything  of  the  death  in  another  county. 

We  ai*e  not  likely  to  appreciate  the  importance  which 
then  attached  to  this  question,  unless  we  remember  that 
originally  both  the  grand  and  petit  jury  found  the  fact 
wholly  of  their  own  knowledge,  and  that  although,  for  some 
time  before  the  statute  of  Edward,  they  might  hear  wit- 
nesses, yet  at  that  very  time  they  were  at  liberty  to  disre- 
gard the  witnesses  and  still  to  find  according  to  their  personal 
knowledge.  Both  Mr.  Forsyth,  in  his  "  History  of  the  Trial 
by  Jury,"  (p.  164),  and  Mr.  Starkie,  in  his  essay  "  On  the 
Trial  by  Jury,"  (2  Law  Rev.,  396), cite  from  the  caseof  Ren- 
iger  vs,  Fagossa,  Plowd.  Comm.,  12,  which  was  decided  in  the 
second  year  of  Edward  VI,  the  very  year  of  the  statute,  a 
statement  made  by  Sir  Robert  Brooke,  then  recorder  of 
London,  concerning  the  functions  of  the  jury,  which  throws 
light  upon  the  preamble  referred  to,  and  shows  what  was 
meant  by  a  capacity  to  take  knowledge.     The  recorder  said: 

"  As  to  what  has  been  said  by  the  King's  attorney,  that 
there  ought  to  be  two  witnesses  to  prove  the  fact,  it  is  true 
that  there  ought  to  be  two  witnesses  at  least  where  the  mat- 
ter is  to  be  tried  by  witnesses  only,  as  in  the  civil  law;  but  here 
the  issue  was  to  be  tried  by  twelve  men,  in  which  case  uw- 
nesses  are  not  necessary;  for  in  many  cases  an  inquest  shall 
give  a  precise  verdict  although  there  are  not  witnesses,  or 
no  evidence  given  to  them.  As,  if  it  be  found  before  the 
coroner,  super  visum  corporis^  that  I.  S.  killed  the  dead  p^f' 
8on,  and  he  is  arraigned  and  acquitted,  the  inquest  shall  say 
U7Ao  killed  him,  although  they  have  not  any  witnesses;  so 
that  witnesses  are  not  necessary  but  where  the  matter  is  to  be 
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*ried  by  witnesses  only.    For  if  witnesses  were  so  necessary, 
then  it  would  follow  that  the  jurors  could  not  give  a  verdict 
"Contrary  to  the  witnesses,  whereas  the  law  is  quite  otherwise; 
for  "vrhen  the  witnesses  for  trial  of  a  fact  are  joined  to  the 
inq^oest,  if  they  cannot  agree  with  the  jurors,  the  verdict  of 
^he  twelve  shall  be  takeriy  and  the  witnesses  shall  be  rejected,'*^ 
This  power  of  the  jury  to  find  upon  their  own  knowledge 
recognized  by  the  courts  long  after  the  time  of  Edward 
and  even  as  late  as  1670,  when  it  was  said  in  Bushel's 
I,  by  the  court  of  common  pleas,  ( Vaughan  Rep.,  135), 
^^c^t  the  jury  being  returned  from  the  vicinage  whence  the 
^^vise  of  action  arises,  the  law  supposes  them  to  have  suffi- 
^"^^Tit  knowledge  to  try  the  matters  in  issue,  "and  so  they 
^^Tist,  though   no  evidence  were  given  on  either  side  in 
'^Oxirt."     It  was  only  when  the  practice  of  new  trials  was 
^xitroduced  that  juries  were  no  longer  allowed  to  give  ver- 
dicts upon  their  own  knowledge.     (Forsyth,  165  ;  Starkie, 
5  Law  Rev.,  398.)     When  this  power  was  finally  annulled 
Xy  the  remedy  of  new  trials,  the  trial  by  jury  had  been  prac- 
tised for  five  centuries  at  least  (Starkie,  398);  and  Mr.  For- 
syth remarks  that — 

"  The  fiction  was  still  kept  up  by  requiring  them  to  be 
summoned  from  the  hundred  where  the  crime  was  alleged  to 
have  been  committed  until  the  passing  of  Stat.  6  Geo.  IV, 
c.  60,  by  which  the  sherift*  is  now  obliged  only  to  return  for 
the  trial  of  any  issue,  whether  civil  or  criminal,  twelve  good 
and  lawful  men  of  the  body  of  his  county.  (Forsyth,  208.)" 
This  power  to  act  on  personal  knowledge  fixed  the  limita- 
tion of  the  inquiry,  and  the  jury  was  understood  to  have 
cognizance  of  those  matters  only  which  they  might  thus 
know.  This  it  was  that  determined  whether  it  was  practi- 
cable to  try  certain  felonies  in  a  particular  county.  It  was 
inevitable,  however,  that  commentators  and  courts  should 
endeavor  to  explain  and  assign  reasons  for  the  law,  and  in 
later  times  it  came  to  be  the  opinion  of  some  of  them  that 
the  reason  why  no  suflicient  indictment  of  murder  could  be 
found,  as  they  supposed,  when  the  fatal  blow  was  struck  in 
one  county  and  death  ensued  in  another,  was,  that,  in  con- 
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texnplation  of  law,  the  felony  teas  not  complete  in  either.  *rhe 
reasons  given  for  a  fact  of  common  law  are  not  themselves 
necessarily  law  ;  and  it  seems  clear  that,  in  this  matter,  what 
was  only  a  fact  touching  the  cognizance  of  juries,  has  been 
confounded  with  or  supposed  to  establish,  a  definition  of  the 
crime  of  murder.  Upon  this  hypothesis  they  have  proceeded 
to  show  how  the  murder  may  be  regarded  as  committed  partly 
in  one  county  and  partly  in  another. 

•The  earlier  common  law  authorities  seem  to  have  no  doub 
as  to  where  the  felony  was  committed  in  such  a  case  ;  and  the 
seem  to  have  had  no  doubt  even  as  to  the  cognizance  of  th 
jury,  if  the  facts  could  be  brought  to  them.  But  doubts  o 
this  point  certainly  did  grow  up,  and  the  actual  conditioir^ 
of  opinion,  when  the  statute  of  Edward  VI  was  passed,  ir  ^ 
fairly  stated  by  Hale. 

"  At  common  law  [says  that  great  authority]  if  a  ma 
had  been  stricken  in  one  county  and  died  in  another,  it  w; 
doubtful  whether  he  were  indictable  or  triable  in  either ;  6 
the  more  common  opinion  was  that  he  might  be  indicted  whe 
the  stroke  was  given,  for  the  death  is  but  a  consequent, 
might  be  found  though  in  another  county  (9  E.  FV,  48  ;  7 

Hen.  Vn,  8);  and  if  the  party  died  in  another  county,  t 
body  was  removed  into  the  county  where  the  stroke  w 
given,  for  the  coroner  to  take  an  inquest  super  visum  corp 
(6  Hen.  VIH,  10);  but  now,  by  the  statute  of  2  and  3 
VI,  c.  24,  the  justices  or  coroner  of  the  county  where 
party  died  shall  inquire  and  proceed  as  if  the  stroke 
been  in  the  same  county  where  the  party  died.     (1  Hale 
C.,426.)" 

The  learned  Chief -Justice  Abbott,  speaking  in  the 
Rex  vs.  Burdett,  (4  B.  Aid.,  169),  has  assigned  to  Hale 
proper  place  by  treating  him  as  much  higher  authority 
the  preamble  of  the  statute  of  Edward  VI,  touching 
previous  condition  of  the  common  law. 

'^  It  seems  somewhat  extraordinary  [said  he]  that  the 
amble  of  the  statute  should  be  expressed  in  the  term^  ^° 
which  we  find  it,  because  Lord  Hale  mentions  the  points      ^* 
being  doubtful  at  common  law,  and  says  the  more  comocft^^ 
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ion  was  that  the  party  might  be  indicted  where  the 
Btroie  was  given." 

e  think  it  is  quite  safe  to  have  the  same  confidence  in 
Hale's  reading  of  the  history  of  this  question,  which 
thus  expressed  as  a  matter  of  course  by  Chief-Justice 
A:i>l3ott. 

"^Ve  believe  that  these  authorities  establish  the  conclusion 
tlicfc.*  at  common  law,  when  a  felonious  blow  was  struck  in 
on^   county  and  death  ensued  in  another,  murder  was  held  to 
ha^^c  been  thereby  committed  in  the  county  where  the  blow  was 
«tr*^e^.     They  excluded  the  notion  that  the  death  was  one 
of    the  acts  of  felony,  and  that  when  it  happened  in  a  dif- 
fer^n  t  county  from  that  of  xthe  blow,  the  felony  was  incom- 
plete  in  each.    In  this  respect  the  common  law  has  under- 
gOTM^    QQ  change,  and  what  it  has  always  been  is  well  stated 
^^    ^-      late  English  decision.    In  the  King  vs.  Hargrave,  (5 
^*i*irington  and  Paine,  510),  the  prisoner  was  indicted  as  a 
P^ix  <:^ipal  in  a  second  degree  in  the  manslaughter  of  Richard 
.  ^^  ^:3.    The  indictment  stated  that  James  Cox  assaulted  and 
**'^^      the  deceased,  giving  him  divers  mortal  bruises,  in  the 
/^^^^^^li,  4;c.,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  &c.,  "  of  which  said 
^  ^^es  and  contusions  "  the  said  Richard  Dodd  there,  &c., 
^^  ^,  &c.,  at  the  parish,  &c.,  in  the  county  of  Kent,  did  lan- 
'"**'  Ifci,  &c.,  and  that  he  thpre  died,  and  that  the  said  James 
;rave,  together  with,  &c.,  were  then  and  there  present 
^^g  and  abetting,  &c.,  the  said  James  Cox  in  the  commis- 
^^     of  the  said  felony.     It  was  objected  that  the  indictment 
.^^^^      bad,  as  it  did  not  charge  the  commission  of  the  oflfense 
.         ^^-  ny  particular  place,  for  that  the  word  "  there  "  referred 
"*^  lie  two  parishes  mentioned  in  different  counties, 
[r.  Justice  Patterson  said  : 


^*  The  giving  of  the  blows  which  caused  the  death  constitutes  the 

^^^^ony.    The  languishing  alone,  which  is  not  part  of  the  of- 

^^nse,  is  laid  in  Kent.    The  indictment  states  that  the  pris- 

^^Hers  were  then  and  there  present  aiding  and  abetting  in  the 

^^ommission  of  the  said  felony;  that  must  of  course  apply  to 

^lie  parish  where  the  blows,  which  constitute  the  felony,  were 

^ioen.'^ 
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Of  course  the  limitations  of  cognizance  which  grew  o 
of  the  original  function  of  the  English  jury  to  find  the  fi 
as  of  their  own  knowledge,  and  survived  so  long  in  t 
country,  have  no  application  to  the  juries  provided  by  t 
laws  of  the  United  States,  whether  for  service  in  the  Stat 
or  in   this  District.     No  such   traditions  or  anachronia 
were  adopted  by  this  Government  when  it  adopted  the  tri 
by  jury.     When  the  Constitution  ordained  that  "the  trife.  _ 
of  all  crimes,  except  in  cases  of  impeachment,  shall  be 
jury,"  it  simply  provided  that  a  body  of  twelve  men  shour 
be  the  tribunal  by  which  the  fact  of  the  crime  should 
tried.     So  much  of  the  common  law  was  adopted,  and  th 
the  intervention  of  the  common  law  ceased.    The  vicirutrr 
and  its  survivals  have  never  been  known  to  the  system  tl^^ 
established.    The  jury  of  the  Constitution  was  to  try  felon 
committed  on  the  high  seas,  a  class  of  cases  which  the  co 
mon-law  jury  was  not  competent  to  try ;  and  it   might 
drawn  from  all  corners  of  a  judicial  district,  or  from  a  sin 
village  remote  from  the  place  of  the  crime,  or  from  & 
place  or  in  any  manner  which  the  legislature  should  [^ 
scribe,  provided  it  was  a  jury  of  the  district  in  which  * 
crime  was  committed.     Its  function  was  to  hear  witness 
and  to  find  the  fact  upon  their  testimony,  and  it  was  to     fee 
competent  to  hear  whatsoever  it  should  be  lawful  to  pro^^^c. 
It  was  joined  to  the  court,  and  was  to  occupy  all  the  ground 
which  was  occupied  by  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court. 

We  have  given  attentive  consideration  to  the  conclusions 
of  the  common  law,  because  it  has  been  urged  that  the  phrase 
*' commit  murder  within,"  &c.,  as  employed  in  the  statute  of 
1790,  is  technical,  and  that  its  meaning  must  be  ascertained 
by  reference  to  that  law  ;  and  because  this  statute  has  been 
technically  treated  in  an   early  case,  by  means  of  common 
law  definitions.     We  believe  that  the  meaning  of  this  pro- 
vision against  the  commission  of  the  crime  of  murder  with- 
in the  designated  places  is  to  be  settled  on  pounds  which 
are  independent  of  the  common  law.     But  if  there  be  reason 
for  any  doubt  whether  Congress  intended  to  use  this  phrase 
in  the  sense  of  the  common  law,  then  we  hold  that  accord- 
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ng  to  the  principle  of  that  law,  murder  is  committed  within 
"he  District  of  Columbia  when  the  felonious  blow  is  struck 
ere,  notwithstanding  the  consequent  death  happen  without 
The  District  and  in  one  of  the  States. 

"We  turn  now  to  the  peculiar  and  higher  ground  on  which 
e  conceive  this  question  should  stand,  and  to  considera- 
ions  to  which,  as  a  court  of  the  United  States,  exercising 
he  judicial  power  of  the  United  States  we  are  required 
o  give  especial  attention.    However  proper  it  may  be  that 
^he  courts  of  the  States  where  the  common  law  exists  should 
^reat  the  question  of  jurisdiction  from  the  standpoint  of  that 
law,  that  question   must    be  treated  by  the  courts  of  the 
"United  States,  wherever  a  fort  or  a  magazine  or  an  arsenal  or 
^  district  of  country  is  under  the  exclusive  jurisdiction  of  the 
national  Government,  from  the  standpoint  of  Federal  au- 
thority and  with  reference  to  the  relation  of  the  crime  to  the 
sovereignty  of  the  United  States. 

We  take  it  to  be  a  fundamental  rule  of  construction,  that 
an  independent  and  sovereign  government  is  always  to  be 
understood,  when  it  makes  laws  for  its  own  people,  to  speak 
without  any  reference  to  the  law  of  another  people  or  gov- 
ernment ;  unless  those  laws  themselves  contain  plain  proof 
of  a  contrary  intention  ;  and  that,  when  it  thus  appears  that 
something  is  actually  borrowed  and  embodied  therein  from 
the  laws  of  another  people,  the  extent  of  that  adoption  is  to 
be  strictly  construed,  and  not  enlarged  by  implication.     So 
far  as  its  laws  can  be  understood  only  by  reference  to  foreign 
law,  that  reference  is  authorized  by  the  law-maker,  because 
it  is  necessary  ;  but  so  far  as  its  commands  may  be  under- 
stood as  original   terms,  and   without   such   reference,  they 
^nust  be  construed  independently.     It  is  only  when  under- 
stood to  be,  to  this  extent,  the  original  expression  of  its  own 
'V^ill  that  its  words  can  communicate  to  its  own  people  the 
'^hole  and  self-sufficient   force   of  that  will.    To  assume, 
"^vithout  plain  necessity,  that  it  utters  the  intention  of  an 
«lien  law,  is  to  ignore  to  just  that  extent  its  absolute  inde- 
pendence of  existence  and  action  and  will.    The  law  before 
us  is  one  to  which  this  fundamental  rule  is  plainly  to  be  ap- 
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plied.     The  word  "  murder  "  was  used  in  it  as  the  desigi 

tion  of  a  known  crime,  and  the  statute  furnished  no  definiti 

beside  the  simple  use  of  this  term.     It  was  used,  of  coui 

as  it  had  always  been  used  by  all  English-speaking  people,  a 

it  could  only  mean,  as  it  had  meant  in  the  colonies  and  ^n 

England,  that  crime  which  is  committed — 

"  When  a  person  of  sound  memory  and  discretion  uiih 
fully  killeth  a  reasonable  creature  under  the  peace  of 
sovereign,  with  malice  aforethought,  either  expressed  or  L 
plied." 

It  is  necessarily  understood  that,  to  this  extent,  at  lej 
the  legislature  had  in  mind   the  law  of  another  gov^ 
ment,  and  authorized  us  to  turn  to  that  law  for  expla' 
tion.     But  does  this  law  contain  any  other  terms  which 
not  be  understood  without  consulting  a  foreign  law, 
searching  the  decisions  of  foreign  tribunals  for  the  op^ 
tion  of  that  law?     We  say  foreign  law,  for  this  Gov^- : 
ment  had  no  common  law  of  its  own,  to  which  the  legL 
ture  could  be  supposed  to  refer,  nor  any  law  but  the  Com 


tution  which  established  it.    Therefore,  we  repeat,  does 
statute  contain  any  other*  terms  than  the  word  "  murder,'  "^ 
any  other  provision  which  cannot  be  perfectly  and  certai  *■ 
understood,  without  assuming  that  a  foreign  law,  with   ^ 
peculiar  methods  of  its  operation  and  its  application  to  t^ 
ritorial  divisions,  was  adopted  into  it  by  implication  ? 
there  never  had  been  such  a  thing  as  a  common  law  decifr3 
or  rule  to  determine  the  situs  of  the  crime,  the  languages 
this  statute  would  have  been  deemed  certain  and  intelligil^ 
has  it  become  in  itself  uncertain  and  unintelligible  beca 
the  common  law  had  a  rule  on  the  same  subject  ?     If  we  ^^^^^ 
to  go  beyond  it  for  explanation,  the  object  to  be  accc^ 
plished  by  the  Federal  Government,  and  the  subjects  de^ 
with,  must  furnish  that  explanation  and  determine  how 
law  was  intended  to  operate,  before  we  turn  to  a  foreign 
planation.     Certain   places,  the  forts,  arsenals,  dock-jac*^^ 
and  magazines  of  the  general  government,  and  a  certain  c3L  '^^ 
trict  of  country  to  be  set  apart  for  its  residence,  were  wL  t^  ^' 
drawn  from  the  control  and  protection  of  the  States 
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laced  by  the  Constitution  under  the  exclusive  protection  of 
he  United  States.    The  legislature  of  the  United  States 
as  charged  with  the  duty  of  protecting  these  places  against 
he  commission  of  crimes  therein,  and  therefore  it  must  be 
uderstood  to  have  intended,  when  it  provided  for  the  pun- 
'ishment  of  a  particular  crime,  to  accomplish  completely  this 
office  of  protection.     It  is  said  that  penal  statutes  must  be 
strictly  construed,  but  it  has  long  been  settled  that  they  are, 
:sievertheless^  to  be  construed,  like  all  other  statutes,  accord- 
ing to  their  plain  and  sensible  meaning,  and  that  a  plain  and 
sensible   purpose  is    not    to    be  defeated  by  an  arbitrary 
method  of  reading  its  words.    These  words,  then,  must  be  so 
•construed  as  to  effectuate  the  intention  of  complete  pro- 
i;ection  against  the  crime  of  murder  in  the  places  designated^ 
if  their  ordinary  and  reasonable  meaning  permits  such  a  con- 
struction.   The  plain  object  of  this  legislation  was  protec- 
tion against  ae/^,and  the  subjects  dealt  with  in  the  law  were 
ads  done  in  those  places.     The  act  designated  in  this  section 
was  murder,  the  doing  of  that  which  constituted  the  unlaw- 
ful killing  of  a  reasonable  creature  under  the  peace  and  pro- 
tection of  the  United  States,  with  malice  aforethought ;  and 
the  legislature  must  be  understood  to  provide  for  all  acts  of 
that  nature  committed  within  the  place  designated.     When 
a  particular  act   belongs  to  the   class  and  is  of  the  nature 
of  the  act  here  described  as  murder,  the  question  whether  it 
Was  committed  in  the  designated  place,  is  a  question  whether 
it    was  so  committed   in   contemplation   of  this  statute — not 
vvhether  it  was  committed  there  in  contemplation  of  the 
Common  law  of  England  or  of  the  several  States.    Looking 
Onlj  to  the  statute  itself,  then,  and  excluding  the  alleged 
tactions  of  the  common  law — notions  which  we  have  found 
^ot  to  have  been  a  part  of  the  law — we  find  that  it  regards 
^^lurder  as  an  act  committed  by  the  offender,  an  act  com- 
^:xiitted  in  the  place  designated.    Read  in   this  light,  the 
^lain  and  sensible  meaning  of  the  words  includes  all  acts 
^^oiumitted  there  which  are  found,  within  the  year  and  the 
^^y  limited  by  the  law  of  murder,  to  have  combined  all 
%b^  f^cts  which  constitute  murder.    We  find  nothing  i^ 
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the  statute,  as  we  have  found  nothing  in  the  common  btw^ 
which  indicates  that  an  act  is  not  murder  in  a  particular 
place  because  the  consequences  of  that  act  happened  in  some 
other  place.  If  the  act  of  the  offender  achieves  murder^ 
then  that  act  is  murder  ;  and  if  that  act  is  done  in  the  place 
designated,  then,  in  contemplation  of  this  statute,  the  of- 
fender commits  there  the  crime  of  murder. 

We  are  aware  that  a  very  learned  judge  of  the  United 
States,  whose  ruling  was  afterwards  followed  by  an  equally" 
learned  judge  of  the  same  court,  substantially  held,  in  an 
early  case,  that  the  word  "murder"  alone, in  another  section 
of  this  statute,  limited  its  application  to  those  cases  of  mur- 
der in  which  the  death  happened  in  the  same  place  with  th^ 
felonious  blow.  It  was  pointed  out  that  murder  involve< 
killing  J  and  then,  in  effect,  although  it  was  not  so  8tat< 
explicitly,  the  statute  was  construed,  as  if  it  had  read,  **i 
any  person  shall  unlawfully  and  with  malice  aforethougl 
kill  another  "  within  a  certain  place.  Accordingly  it  wi 
held  that,  unless  the  injured  person  died  there,  he  could  n< 
be  said  to  have  been  killed  there,  and  that,  therefore,  tl 
accused  had  not  there  committed  the  crime  of  murder, 
are  sensible  of  the  embarrassment  of  differing  on  any  questi< 
of  law  from  authorities  so  eminent,  but  we  observe  that  • 
both  cases  the  discussion  of  this  question  was  brief,  and  co 
sisted  of  little  more  than  a  statement  of  the  propositicc 
Such  a  method  of  applying  the  severed  parts  of  amereformi 
seems  to  us  to  be  inadmissible.  The  definition  of  murder  whi 
has  come  to  us  from  the  common  law  is,  of  course,  sul 
cient,  and  it  does  state  that  murder  involves  killing  ;  but 
does  not  follow  that,  by  recasting  this  formula,  the  statL 


is  to  be  read  as  if  it  had  said  "  every  person  who,  with  mal 
aforethought,  unlawfully  kills  another  upon  the  high  seas, 
within  any  fort,"  &c.     If  we  should  apply  such  a  method- 
construction  to  the  clause  before  us,  we  should  give  not  oi 
a  new  form  to  the  statute,  but  a  new  effect  to  the  definitii 
an  effect  not  given  by  the  authorities  who  formulated 
used  it.     While  accepting  its  sufficiency,  they  held  in  ei 
that  murder  described  the  doing  of  the  unlawful  act,  ^be 
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oflFense,  with  malice  aforethought^  by  which,  within  a  year 
and  a  day,  the  stricken  party  was  killed.  Treroaille,  J.,  has 
said,  in  the  case  in  the  year  books  already  referred  to,  nearly 
four  centuries  ago,  "  the  striking  is  the  principal  point,  but 
it  requires  death  ;  otherwise  it  is  not  felony  ;  but  whether  he 
died  in  one  place  or  another  is  not  material"  (7  H.  VII,  8); 
and  that  doctrine  was  so  firmly  fixed  that  Mr.  Justice  Pat- 
terson repeated,  in  the  very  late  case  of  Rex  vs.  Hargrave, 
'^  the  giving  of  the  blow  which  caused  the  death  constitutes 
the  felony."  Although  the  definition  stated  that  murder 
involved  killing,  it  was  consistent  with  the  theory  that  the 
crime  of  murder  was  committed  in  the  place  where  the 
offender  acted,  if  his  ofl:ense  accomplished  the  killing.  By 
recasting  the  definition  of  murder  and  applying  it  in  a  new 
form,  the  statute  is  made  to  punish  in  respect  of  the  conse- 
quences rather  than  in  respect  of  the  ofii^euse  which  caused 
and  ultimately  included  the  consequences. 

The  intention  of  this  statute,  as  to  the  question  whether 
a  murder  was  to  be  regarded  as  committed  in  the  places 
named,  is  further  shown  by  the  nature  of  those  places.    The 
law  contemplates  that  the  injured  party  may  languish,  and 
that  if  he  dies  within  a  certain  time  the  death  may  be  traced 
to  the  blow.     But  it  was  known  that  a  dock-yard  or  a  maga- 
zine would  afl:brd  no  accommodations  for  persons  stricken  by 
mortal  blows.     Could  it  have  been  intended  that  the  offense 
should  not  be  included  in  the  statute,  unless  he  languished 
and  died  there?     It  was  probable  that,  in  almost  every  in- 
stance where  a  mortal  blow  was  struck  in  such  a  place,  the 
victim  would  be  carried  from  it  into  a  place  not  within  the 
exclusive  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States.     Could  it  have 
been  intended  that  the  statute  should  fall  to  the  ground  the 
moment  he  left  the  door  of  the  magazine,  and  that  if  he 
died  just  outside  of  its  limits  no  murder  was  committed 
there,  although  all  the  elements  of  murder  were  combined 
in  the  case?     If  the  very  terms  of  this  statute  seemed  to 
exclude  such  a  case,  it  would  be  inadmissible  to  argue  ab  in- 
eonvenienti  that  they  did  include  it ;  but  such  considerations 
are  proper  in  determining  whether,  by  reasonable  construe- 
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tion,  they  do  include  it.  In  referring  to  them  we  only  keep 
in  mind  that  it  was  the  duty  and  the  probable  intention  of 
the  legislature  to  furnish  to  the  places  committed  to  its  ex- 
clusive care  complete  and  effectual  protection  against  crimi- 
nal acts.  As  a  matter  of  power,  it  was  competent  for  the 
legislature  to  provide  for  such  offenses  wherever  the  death 
might  happen.  The  question  is,  whether  it  actually  did  so 
provide  by  this  statute,  or  omitted  what,  so  far  as  arsenals, 
dock-yards  and  magazines  were  concerned,  were  likely  to  be 
the  most  numerous  class  of  cases  happening  there.  We  hold 
that  these  cases  were  not  omitted,  and  that  where  a  murde 
is  committed  at  all,  this  statute  applies  to  it,  if  the  fata 
blow  was  struck  in  one  of  the  designated  places,  notwith 
standing  the  consequent  death  happened  in  another  place 

There  is  yet  one  other  consideration  which  we  conceive 
be  important,  namely,  that  the  construction  which  we  hav 
given  to  this  statute  is  consistent  with  1;he  intent  of  th 
Sixth  Amendment  to  the  Constitution.     That  article  p 
vides  that  "  in  all  criminal  prosecutions  the  accused  sha 
enjoy  the  right  to  a  speedy  and  public  trial  by  an  iraparti 
jury  of  the  State  and  district  wherein  the  crime  shall  have  be 
commuted,'*'*    The  Constitution  had  already  declared   tha 
"The  trial  of  all  crimes,  except  in  cases  of  impeachmen 
shall  be  by  jury ;  and  such  trial  shall  be  held  in  the  Sta 
where  the  said  crimes  shall  have  been  committed  ; "  but  t 
protection  of  accused  persons  against  the  hardship  of 
moval  to  a  distant  place  of  trial,  and  of  increased  difficult 
of  defense,  was  a  matter  of  so  much  concern  that  a  furt 


limitation  was  added.    The  important  point  is  that,  un( 
both  provisions,  the  place  of  trial  and  the  tribunal  werfe^ 
be  determined  by  the  place  where  the  crime  was  committ-    e<f, 
and  that  this  protection  of  accused  persons  was  not  to-      be 
defeated  by  any  unnecessary  theory  as  to  where  a  crime  nk^    ust 
be  deemed  to  be  committed. 

This  provision  of  the  fundamental  law  had  no  refers  ^nce 
whatever  to  the  common  law,  or  to  the  peculiarities  of  i^»Dy 
external  system.  It  was  intended  to  be  an  expressions  ^ 
original  terms^  a  provision  which  was  sufficient  in  itself  .^Wld 
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rhich  spoke  for  itself ;  and  it  plainly  assamed  that  the  place 
^herein  a  crime  was  committed  was  the  place  where  the  act 
f  the  offender  was  done.  It  was,  on  the  one  hand,  the 
eneral  intent  of  the  C!onstitation  that  the  federal  power 
>  punish  acts  which  were  crimes  against  the  United  States 
loald  be  plenary,  and,  on  the  other,  it  was  the  intent  of 
lis  protection  of  the  accused  party,  that  crimes  should  be 
eemed  to  be  committed  where  the  manifest  act  was  done, 
Dd  not  where  the  mere  consequences  of  that  act  finally  hap- 
ened.  The  application  of  this  principle  of  construction 
oes  not  depend  on  the  question  whether  the  place  in 
rhich  the  act  is  done  is  in  a  State  and  judicial  district  of 
he  United  States.  The  provision  referred  to  contains,  in- 
ependently  of  that  question,  a  rule  for  determining  where 
.  crime  shall  be  said  to  have  been  committed.  It  imports 
hilt  the  crime  shall  be  held  to  be  committed  in  the  place 
vheve  the  offender  manifestly  acts,  and  it  forbids  any  law 
ehich  should  provide  for  his  trial  in  a  district  where  the 
iltimate  consequences  of  his  act  happen,  but  where  he  does 
lot  act.  If  we  apply  this  construction  of  the  Constitution 
o  the  crime  of  murder,  it  is  plain  that  the  powiu*  of  the 
Jnited  States  to  punish  as  murder  a  crime  which  proves 
iltimately  to  be  murder  is  plenary,  and  that  it  is  tlio  intent 
if  the  same  supreme  law  that  that  crime  shall  be  deemed 
o  have  been  committed  in  the  place  where  the  act  was  done 
>y  which  the  murder  was  brought  about.  This  rule  for 
or  placing  the  commission  of  the  crime  is  not  dependent 
ipon  the  question  whether  this  is  a  judicial  dint  riot  of  the 
Jnited  States.  It  applies  to  the  construction  of  the  statute 
>f  1790,  and  governs  us  in  determining  when  crimes  are 
ommitted  here. 

We  hold,  therefore,  that  the  criminal  court  had,  upon  the 
ase  shown  by  the  record,  jurisdiction  to  try,  convict  and 
sntence  the  defendant  for  murder  committed  within  the 
district  of  Columbia. 
7. 
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We  have  now  to  inquire  whether  error  oocarred  in  the 
trial. 

It  appears  that  several  experts  in  insanity  and  nnprofee- 
sional  witnesses  who  had  knowledge  of  the  defendant,  were 
asked  whether,  in  their  opinion,  he  knew  the  difference  be- 
tween right  and  wrong,  and  to  this  question,  and  the  affirma- 
tive answer,  exception  was  taken,  on  the  ground  that  a  wit- 
ness can  only  state  an  opinion  as  to  sanity  or  insanity,  and 
that  knowledge  of  right  and  wrong  is  a  conclusion  which  most 
be  left  to  the  jury.  Insanity  is  a  defense  on  the  very  ground 
that  it  disables  the  accused  from  knowing  that  his  act  is 
wrong.  The  very  essence  of  the  inquiry  is  whether  his  in- 
sanity is  such  as  to  deprive  him  of  that  knowledge.  If  a 
witness  is  competent  to  give  his  opinion  as  to  the  mental  con- 
dition of  the  accused,  he  is  competent  to  state  his  opinion  as 
to  the  degree  of  capacity,  or  of  incapacity,  by  reason  of  dis- 
order, and  whether  the  disorder  seemed  to  have  reached  such 
a  degree  as  to  deprive  him  of  the  knowledge  of  right  and 
wrong.  That  capacity  or  incapacity  is  itself  a  question  as  to 
the  extent  of  the  disorder,  if  disorder  exists,  and  is  not  a 
conclusion  to  be  drawn  from  the  existence  of  insanity.  These 
witnesses  were  competent  to  speak  to  the  question  of  sanity 
or  insanity,  and,  therefore,  as  to  this  question  as  to  one  of  its 
degrees.  We  find  no  error  in  the  ruling  which  admitted  this 
question  and  the  answer. 

Dr.  Fordyce  Barker,  an  expert  on  the  subject  of  insanity, 
was  asked : 

"Is  the  habit  of  boasting  of  intimacy  with  people  hold — JE>-d' 
ing  high  position,  and  possessing  influence  and  power,  vrheuMiw^mn 
the  fact  is  otherwise,  any  evidence,  in  your  judgment,  as  ai^  a 
scientist,  of  an  insane  delusion  ?  " 

The  answer  was: 

"  It  is  not  an  evidence  of  a  delusion  of  an  insane  persoi 
because  it  is  not  the  result  of  disease.    It  is  a  result  of  van 
ity  and  self-conceit  and  love  of  notoriety.    These  are  vice^^^as 
and  not  diseases." 

To  this  answer  exception  was  taken,  because  the  witni 
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in  determining  the  nature  of  this  trait,  said  it  was  a  vice 
and  not  a  disease.  The  question  whether  a  certain  trait  was 
an  indicium  of  insanity  involved  the  question  of  its  nature, 
and  we  do  not  perceive  that  the  witness  exceeded  the  limits 
of  the  inquiry  in  stating  precisely  what  that  trait  was.  But 
there  is  another  consideration.  The  act  of  killing  the  de- 
ceased was  conceded,  and  this  answer  could  have  no  tendency 
to  prove  that  the  accused  had  committed  it.  It  was  not  ad- 
mitted as  bearing  upon  the  question  of  guilt.  The  only  is- 
sue was  sanity  or  insanity,  and  the  answer  afiected  that 
issue  alone.  It  could,  therefore,  do  no  injury  to  the  defend- 
ant's rights  as  to  the  act,  and  it  was  not  irrelevant  to  the  issue 
of  insanity.  The  opinion  of  an  expert  is  not  regarded  as 
an  invasion  of  the  rights  and  office  of  the  jury,  and,  if  this 
opinion,  as  to  the  actual  character  of  a  trait,  was  substan- 
tially a  statement  of  its  relation  to  insanity,  it  was  not  an 
interference  with  that  office.  We  find  no  error  in  this  ruling 
of  the  court. 

Mrs.  Dunmire,  who  was  married  to  the  defendant  in  July, 
1869,  and  was  his  wife  for  four  years,  but  had  been  divorced 
from  him,  was  asked  the  following  question  : 

"I  will  ask  you  to  state  to  the  jury  whether,  in  your  as- 
sociation with  him  (the  defendant),  you  ever  saw  anything 
that  would  indicate  that  he  was  a  man  of  unsound  mind  ?  " 

The  court  had  ruled  that  the  confidential  communications 
between  husband  and  wife  were  protected  in  the  examina- 
tion. The  question  was  admitted,  under  exception,  and  the 
answer  was : 

"I  never  did." 

This  question  called  for  the  witness'  observation  of  the 
defendant's  soundness  or  unsoundness  of  mind,  and  the  ob- 
jection goes  partly  on  the  ground  that,  notwithstanding  the 
ruling  of  the  court  that  confidential  communications  between 
the  husband  and  wife  were  protected,  she  may  have  included^ 
as  a  part  of  the  basis  of  her  answer,  what  are  understood  as 
communications  from  her  former  husband.  We  think  that 
the  exhibition  of  sanity  or  insanity  is  not  a  communication 
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at  all,  in  the  sense  of  the  rule  which  protects  the  privacy 
and  confidence  of  the  marriage  relation,  any  more  than  the 
height  or  color,  or  blindness,  or  the  loss  of  an  arm  of  one  of 
the  parties  is  a  communication.  The  rule  which  is  supposed 
to  have  been  violated  was  established  in  order  that  the  con- 
duct, the  voluntary  conduct,  of  married  life  might  rest  se- 
cure upon  a  basis  of  peace  and  trust,  and  relates  to  matters 
which  the  parties  may  elect  to  disclose  or  not  disclose.  It 
was  provided  in  order  that  matters  should  not  come  to  the 
light,  which  would  not  do  so  at  all  without  a  disturbance 
and  disregard  of  the  bond  of  peace  and  confidence  between 
the  married  pair.  Therefore  it  has  not  been  applied  to  any 
matter  which  the  husband,  for  example,  has  elected  to  make 
public,  by  doing  or  saying  it  in  presence  of  third  persona^^  .s 
along  with  his  wife  ;  and  it  cannot  be  applied  to  that  which, 
whether  he  will  or  no,  he  inevitably  exhibits  to  the  world 
well  as  to  his  wife.  Some  diseases  a  husband  may  conceal 
and  he  may  choose  whether  to  reveal  them  or  not.  If  h^  ^e 
should  reveal  the  existence  of  such  a  disease  to  his  wife,  in^  n 
the  privacy  of  their  relation,  she  may  never  disclose  tha^^i^aat 
communication,  even  after  the  relation  between  them  hi  ^  lu 
ceased. 

But  sanity  or  insanity  are  conditions  which  are  not  (»  ■■>£ 
choice,  and  when  the  disease  of  insanity  exists,  the  exhibr~  -•!- 
tion  of  it  is  neither  a  matter  of  voluntary  confidence  .nc 


capable  of  being  one  of  the  secrets  of  the  married  relatioi 
The  fact  that  there  are  instances  of  cunning  concealraec     i^t 
for  a  time,  does  not  affect  the  general  truth  that  insanil^M;/ 

reveals  itself,  whether  the  sufl:erer  will  or  no,  to  friends  ai id 

acquaintances  as  well  as  to  the  wife.     In  short,  the  law  cann^^t 
regard  it  or  protect  it  as  one  of  the  peculiar  confidences  -^f 
a  particular  relation.     It  may  be  added  that  it  is  difiicuh   "^o 
perceive,  in  any  view  of  this  subject,  how  the  witness' de- 
nial that  she  had  seen  indications  of  insanity  can  be  said  t:o 
reveal  any  fact  which  her  husband  had  communicated  to  h^r. 
If  our  opinion  that  sanity  or  insanity  cannot  be  a  communi- 
tion  within   the  meaning  of  the  rule  should  be  wrong,  it 
must  be  remembered  that  sanitt/  is  a  presumption  of  law, 
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and  that  the  wife  would  seem  to  reveal  nothing  to  the  world, 
unless  she  should  say  that  the  existence  of  insanity  m  her 
husband  had  been  communicated  to  her  by  his  conduct  during 
their  connection.  We  are  of  opinion  that  no  error  was  com- 
mitted in  receiving  this  evidence. 

Several  witnesses  were  allowed  to  testify  to  acts  of  the 
defendant  in  1872,  and  in  two  or  three  years  following,  which 
were  fraudulent.     Evidence  had  been  introduced  on  his  part, 
for  the  purpose   of  proving  insanity,  whjch  searched  the 
history  of  his  whole  life,  down  to  the  time  of  the  act  charged 
in  the  indictment.     The  defendant  himself  had,  as  a  witness 
in  his  own  behalf,  gone  over  the  same  ground.     In  this  body 
of  defensive  evidence  his  moral  nature  and  traits  had  been 
presented,  as  a  means  of  showing  that  acts  done  by  him 
must  be  accounted  for  by  a  conclusion  of  insanity.    It  was 
competent  to  show,  in  rebuttal,  that  the  grounds  on  which 
this  inference  of  insanity  was  based,  did  not  exist,  and  to  do 
this  by  exhibiting  particular  acts  and  conduct  of  the  defend- 
ant, contemporaneous  with  the  history  produced  on  his  part, 
Tvhich  tended  to  disprove  the  existence  of  those  grounds. 
If  a  conclusion  mii^ht  be  drawn  from  his  moral  nature  that 
his  acts  must  be  insane,  it  was  relevant  and  proper  to  show 
that  his  reed  moral  nature  was  one  which  did  not  call  for 
such  an  explanation. 

After  comparing  the  evidence,  as  to  particular  acts,  of- 
fered on  both  sides,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  evidence  in 
rebuttal  was  responsive  to  the  evidence  in  defense,  and  was 
admissible.  It  must  be  remembered  that  the  killing  of  the 
deceased  was  admitted  ;  the  implication  of  malice  had  already 
been  made  when  the  prosecution  rested  their  case.  The  issue 
now  was  whether  the  defendant  was  responsible  for  that  act 
by  reason  of  insanity.  The  application  of  his  improper  acts 
was  limited,  therefore,  to  that  issue.  For  these  reasons  we 
find  no  error  in  the  admission  of  the  facts  referred  to,  and 
for  the  same  reasons  we  find  none  in  that  part  of  the  charge 
to  the  jury  w^hich  related  to  this  point. 

Exception  was  taken  to  the  refusal  of  the  court  to  instruct 
the  jury  concerning  the  efiPect  of  an  incapacity  to  act  upon 
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and  follow  a  knowledge  of  the  difference  between  right  and 
wrong.    The  instruction  given  was  in  the  following  words : 

"  If  he  is  laboring  under  disease  of  his  mental  faculties — 
if  that  is  a  proper  expression — to  such  an  extent  that  he  does 
not  know  what  he  is  doing,  or  does  not  know  that  it  is  wrong, 
then  he  is  wanting  in  that  sound  memory  and  discretion 
which  makes  a  part  of  the  definition  of  murder." 

To  this  statement,  counsel  asked  the  court  to  add  ;  *'  or 
does  not  know  that  it  was  wrong,  or  if  he  did  know  it  was 
wrong,  had  not  the  power  to  resist  it,"  which  was  refused.  ^  Ji, 
It  appears  that  the  court  did  not  afterwards  state  to  the  jury  "'^j 
what  the  law  was,  in  reference  to  want  of  power  to  act  upon.ai:K'n 
an  actual  knowledge  of  the  difference  between  right  andE^j 
wrong. 

We  are  not  called  upon  by  this  exception  to  decide  whal 
the  true  rule  of  law  is  upon  that  subject,  but  whether  th« 
court  erred  in  not  laying  down  any  rule.    It  is  not  error  U 
refuse  to  instruct  the  jury  upon  matters  of  law,  where  m 
evidence  tending  to  raise  the  question  had  been  introduced 
and  we  think  the  court  was  clearly  right  in  holding  thi 
while  no  evidence  tending  to  show  an  incapacity  to  act  upo 
a  knowledge  that  the  act  was  wrong  had  been  introduce 
the  affirmative  tendency  of  the  evidence  was  to  support 
wholly  different  theory  and  ground  of  defense.    We  are 
opinion  that  the  evidence  in  the  case  did  not  call  for  ai 
ruling  upon  the  point  made,  and  that  no  error  has  intervene    ■  ^i 
in  this  matter. 

Exception  was  taken  to  the  judgment,  on  the  ground  tbs^   ^^t 
the  sentence  fixes  a  day  for  execution  in  violation  of  sectic^^D 
845  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  District  of  Columb^Ba. 
The  objection  is,  that  under  this  section  execution  must        le 
postponed  till  after  the  next  term,  namely,  the  April  termn 
ot  the  court  in  general  term,  and  that,  in  contemplation     ^/ 
law,  the  present  extends  to  the  time  fixed  for  the  beginni^K?^ 
of  the  October  term  ;  so  that  the  day  fixed  by  the  senten^^e 
falls  within  and  not  after  this  term. 

The  section  referred  to  is  in  the  following  words : 
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''To  enable  any  person  convicted  by  the  judgment  of  the 
court  to  apply  for  a  writ  of  error,  in  all  cases  where  the  judg- 
ment shall  be  death,  or  confinement  in  the  penitentiary,  the 
court  shall,  on  application  of  the  party  accused,  postpone 
the  final  execution  thereof  to  a  reasonable  time  beyond  the 
next  term  of  the  court,  not  exceeding  in  any  case  thirty 
days  after  the  end  of  such  term." 

The  first  day  of  a  term  of  this  court,  but  not  its  duration, 
is  fixe<l  ;  the  term  ends  whenever  the  court  adjourns  sine  die^ 
nnd  is  then  determined  for  all  purposes.     As  section  845  was 
framed  in  contemplation  of  this  theory  of  the  ending  of  a 
term,  it  follows  that,  if  the  day  to  which  final  execution  of 
a  sentence  is  postponed  falls  after  the  next   term  of  this 
court,  as  determined  by  its  adjournment  sine  diSy  execution 
is  postponed  in  accordance  with  the  meaning  of  that  section. 
If  it  should  happen  in  any  case  that  this  court  has  prolonged 
the  "  next  term  "  referred  to  until  the  day  set  for  final  exe- 
cution is  reached,  the  criminal  court  would  then  be  author- 
ized upon  application  of  the  party,  to  postpone  execution, 
so  that  it  should  fall  after  the  actual  adjournment  sine  die  of 
this  court.    It  is  not  shown  that  the  terms  of  the  sentenoe 
have  violated  section  845^  and  we  find  no  error  in  this  action 
of  the  court. 

Some  other  exceptions  of  minor  importance  were  dis- 
cussed in  the  argument.  We  have  considered  them,  and 
have  found  no  error  in  the  rulings  to  which  they  refer.  A 
new  trial  is  therefore  denied,  and  the  judgment  of  the  court 
is  affirmed. 

I  will  here  observe  that  although  I  was  requested  to  give 
the  opinion  of  the  court,  there  were  some  consideration 
which  I  found  it  inconvenient  to  combine  with  those  that  I 
have  prepared,  and  for  which  I  was  indebted  entirely  to  the 
investigatioDs  of  my  brother,  Mr.  Justice  Hagner.  I  hay« 
asked  him  to  have  the  kindness  to  help  out  this  opinion  hf 
a  separate  suggestion  of  those  grounds. 
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Mr.  Justice  Hagner.  It  was  asserted  with  much  confidence 
by  the  counsel  of  the  prisoner,  in  his  earnest  argument,  that 
under  the  law  as  it  existed  in  Maryland  at  the  time  of  the 
cession  of  the  District  of  Columbia  to  the  United  States,  if 
a  mortal  blow  had  been  given  within  the  territory  now  com- 
prehended in  the  District  boundaries,  and  the  victim  had 
died  in  another  jurisdiction,  the  offender  could  not  have 
been  punished  within  the  State  of  Maryland. 

The  decision  of  this  question  is  not  essential  to  the  posi- 
tion upon  which  the  opinion  of  the  court  has  been  placed — 
(that  the  crime  is  punishable  under  the  statutes  of  the  United 
States,  without  reference  to  the  antecedent  conditions  of  the 
State  law  before  the  crimes  act  was  enacted) — but  the  point 
was  much  pressed,  and  has  been  carefully  considered  by  the 
court ;  and  in  compliance  with  the  request  of  my  brothe 
James,  I  will  state  the  result  of  our  examination  of  the  stat 
utes  of  Maryland  bearing  on  the  subject. 

Before  the  Revolution,  the  courts  of  the  Province  havin 


criminal  jurisdiction  were  known  as  the  Provincial  court 
and  the  County  courts.    The  former  possessed  general  jurit 
diction  over  the  entire  Province  in  all  matters  criminal 
well  as  civil  ;  while  to  the  County  courts  was  entrusted  th  ..^Kie 
punishment  only  of  the  more  trivial  offenses. 

The  first    State   Constitution   of    1776   transferred  th^zzne 
authority  of  the  Provincial  court  to  a  tribunal  known  as  t]m     >e 
General  court,  and  retained  the  County  courts  under  their  o^e_  id 
name.    By  law  the  sessions  of  the  General  court  for  all  tl — wie 
counties  lying  on  the  east  side  of  Chesapeake  Bay,  known  -      as 
the  Eastern  Shore,  were  required  to  be  held  in  Talbot  Count=:==7, 
and  those  for  all  the  counties  of  the  Western  Shore  were       to 
be  held  at  Annapolis.    Various  statutes  were  enacted  exteik —  d- 
ing  the  criminal  jurisdiction  of  the  county  courts,  from  tiiz^e 
to  time,  until  the  year  1785,  when  the  legislature  at  t^Mie 
November  session  passed  a  statute,  chapter  87,  entitled  ^'  ^sai 
act  concerning  jurisdiction,"  by  the  seventh  section  of  whL  ^h 
it  was  declared — 

"  §  7.  That  the  justices  of  the  several  and  respective  coaa  ty 
courts  shall  have  full  power  and  authority,  unless  in  csLBes 
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particularly  directed  by  law  to  be  tried  in  the  general  court, 
to  try,  according  to  law,  all  and  every  person  and  persons 
who  have  committed  or  shall  commit  any  offense  or  crime 
whatsoever,  although  it  may  subject  such  person  or  persons 
to  the  pains  of  death,  and  upon  conviction  of  the  offender  or 
offenders;  in  due  course  of  law,  in  the  county  court  of  the  county 
in  which  the  crime  or  offense  shall  be  committed,  give  judgment 
according  to  the  nature  and  quality  of  the  crime  or  offense." 
By  section  8  it  was  provided:   "  That  every  person  charged, 
apprehended,  or  indicted  for  any  capital  crime,  or  such  as  will 
subject  such  person  upon  conviction  to  an  infamous  punish- 
ment, shall  have  a  right,  upon  application  to  any  judge  of  the 
general  court,  or  any  two  justices  of  the  county  court,  to  a 
habeas  corpus  cum  causa,  to  remove  himself  or  herself,  with 
the  proceedings  in  the  case,  to  the  general  court,  where  such 
person  shall  be  tried  upon  such  removal. 

It  is  ervident  that  the  legislature,  by  the  7th  section  of 
the  statute,  entrusted  to  the  county  courts  the  amplest 
power  to  try  all  criminal  cases  whatsoever  ;  with  the  posi- 
tive condition,  however,  that  the  trial  should  be  had  in  the 
county  where  the  crime  should  be  committed.  This  expression 
was  afterwards  introduced  into  the  Constitution  of  the  Uni- 
ted States  in  two  places,  and  into  the  crimes  act,  and  in  our 
opinion  was  designed  by  the  legislature  to  have  the  same  sig- 
nification we  have  already,  in  the  opinion  of  the  court,  as- 
cribed to  that  act  of  Congress.  The  county  in  which  the 
crime  is  committed,  upon  every  fair  principle  of  construction 
and  reason,  must  be  held  to  mean  the  county  within  which 
t;he  act  of  violence  was  performed,  or  as  expressed  in  Riley 
V8,  State,  9  Hump.,  666,  "  where  the  active  agency  of  the  per- 
petrator was  employed." 

The  common-sense  signification  of  the  expression  cannot 
admit  of  serious  question  when  subjected  to  practical  test. 

In  1866  Booth  inflicted  a  mortal  wound  upon  President 
Lincoln  in  Ford's  theatre.  The  dying  President  was  removed 
to  a  dwelling  on  the  west  side  of  Tenth  street.  If  the  bound- 
ary line  of  the  District  bad  passed  between  the  two  places,  as 
might  well  have  been  the  case,  Mr.  Lincoln  would  have  died  in 
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another  jurisdiction.  It  cannot  be  contended  that  Booth  did 
not  commit  murder.  If  it  be  asked  where  it  was  committed,  can 
it  be  said,  with  any  appearance  of  reason,  that  he  committed 
it  in  the  dwelling^  where  he  had  never  set  foot. 

Can  it  be  supposed  that  the  legislature  when  deliberately 
enacting  a  statute  ^^  concerning  jurisdiction,"  intended  to 
perpetuate  a  supposed  technical  rule  that  never  would  have 
been  thought  of  except  for  the  peculiar  constitution  of  the 
juries  in  remote  times,  which  never  had  place  in  this  country 
at  all  ? 

The  legislature  expressly  repudiated  the  idea  that  any 
crime  punishable  by  the  county  courts  should  thereafter  be 
supposed  to  be  capable  of  performance  in  two  counties. 
Whatever  might  be  its  character  or  atrocity,  it  was  declared 
that  it  should  thereafter  be  held  to  have  been  perpetrated 
only  in  one  jurisdiction,  viz.,  "  the  county  in  which  the  crime 
shall  be  committed,^^ 

The  supposed  doubt  as  to  the  law  where  a  murder  had 
been  done  under  the  conditions  referred  to  in  the  preamble 
of  the  statute  2  and  3  Edward  VI,  must  have  have  been 
familiar  to  every  lawyer  of  the  day.  That  statute  had  been 
in  force  in  Maryland  since  its  settlement,  one  hundred  and 
fifty  years  before.  (Kilty's  Report  of  the  Statute,  p.  165). 
It  would  not  only  have  been  an  inexcusable  neglect  of  duty 
in  the  legislature  to  have  refrained  from  adopting  sufficient 
words  to  remove  any  possible  doubt  on  the  point,  while  they 
then  had  the  subject  of  jurisdiction  in  hand  ;  but  it  wonld 
have  been  in  violation  of  a  cherished  principle,  familiar  to  the 
people  of  the  confederation  and  of  the  State,  to  have  admit- 
ted the  possibility  that  an  accused  person  should  thereafter 
be  triable  in  a  different  jurisdiction  from  that  where  the 
act  of  violence  occurred.  It  was  one  of  the  complaints  in 
the  Declaration  of  Independence  against  the  English  king 
that  he  had  given  his  assent  to  laws  which  had  for  their 
object  "  transporting  its  beyond  seas  "  for  trial.  And  in  articl« 
18  of  the  declaration  of  rights  prefixed  to  the  Marylao<l 
constitution  of  1776,  it  was  declared  that  ^^  the  trial  of  fa<^ 
where  they  arise  is  one  of  the  greatest  secarities  of  the  liv^ 
liberties,  and  estate  of  the  people." 
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And  this  same  principle  was  sabsequently  incorporated 
^  to  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  in  Article  8, 
'^^ich  declared  that — 

"  The  trial  of  all  crimes,  except  in  cases  of  impeachment, 
btall  be  by  jury,  and  such  trial  shall  be  had  in  the  State 
yhere  the  said  crime  shall  have  been  committed^  but  when  not 
€ymmitted  within  any  State,  the  trial  shall  be  at  such  place 
►r  places  as  the  Congress  may  by  law  have  directed." 

And  it  was  still  further  enforced  in  the  6th  amendment 
o  the  Constitution  which  limited  the  selection  of  the  jury 
o  the  district,  as  well  as  State,  "  wherein  the  crime  shall  have 
teen  commitiedy 

It*  the  legislature  had  undertaken  to  determine  the  place 
>t'  trial,  as  between  the  locality  where  the  blow  was  stricken 
md  tnat  of  the  death  of  the  victim,  every  consideration  of 
K>n  venience,  justice,  public  policy,  and  observance  of  Consti- 
:iitional  injunction,  would  have  conspired  to  induce  them  to 
provide  that  the  trial  should  occur  within  that  jurisdiction 
^hose  laws  were  charged  to  have  been  violated  by  the  accused 
party,  rather  than  to  require  his  removal  from  the  place 
"^  virhere  the  facts  arise  "  to  a  State  perhaps  far  remote  from 
friends,  and  from  the  witnesses  of  the  transaction;  to  a  juris- 
diction where  the  laws  might,  on  the  one  hand,  be  of  far 
greater  severity,  or  where,  on  the  other,  the  deed  might  not 
l>e  considered  criminal  at  all. 

It  was  not  necessary  that  the  legislature  should  employ 
laiBXiy  words  to  express  their  purpose  to  establish  this  rule  of 
law  for  the  future.    An  apt  phrase  or  word  was  sufficient, 
-and  they  selected  and  adopted  as  adequately  declaring  their 
meaning  the  words, "  where  the  crime  shall  be  commitied;"  which 
were  in  entire  sympathy  with  the  provisions  of  the  funda- 
mental law  referred  to. 

Subsequent  statutes  of  Maryland  support  this  view  of  the 
act  of  1785. 

By  chapter  I  of  November  session,  1787,  which  recited 
the  insecure  condition  of  the  public  jails  of  the  State 
and  the  hazard  of  keeping  prisoners  until  brought  to  trial  at 
the  stated  terms  of  the  ordinary  courts^  the  governor  waa 
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authorized,  upon  application,  "  to  issue  commissions  of  oyer 
and  terminer  and  jail  delivery  for  the  trial  of  all  crimes, 
offences  and  misdemeanors  whatsoever,  that  have  arisen  or 
may  arise  in  any  county  within  this  State,  whenever  it 
shall  appear  to  him  that  there  is  a  necessity  such  commis- 
sion should  issue." 

Neither  in  this  act  authorizing  the  creation  of  these 
courts  of  oyer  and  terminer,  nor  in  the  eighth  section  of  the 
act  of  1785,  authorizing  the  general  court  to  try  certain 
criminal  cases  brought  before  it  by  habeas  corpus,  was  there 
the  same  plain  injunction  that  the  trial  should  be  in  the 
jurisdiction  where  the  crime  was  committed ,  as  had  been  adopted 
with  respect  to  the  county  courts ,  in  section  7  of  the  act  of 
1785,  chapter  87. 

The  absence  of  such  a  provision  as  to  the  General  court 
and  the  courts  of  oyer  and  terminer,  gave  rise  to  the  passage 
of  the  act  of  November  session,  1789,  chapter  22,  entitled 
"  An  act  to  ascertain  the  mode  of  trial  in  certain  cases," 
which  is  in  these  words  : 

"  Whereas  doubts  have  been  entertained  if  a  mortal 
stroke  be  given  on  one  shore  of  this  State,  and  the  par- 
ties stricken  die  on  the  other  shore  thereof,  where  and  in 
what  manner  the  party  giving  such  mortal  stroke  shall  be 
tried  : 

II.  *'  Be  it  enacted  by  the  general  assembly  of  Maryland,'^^^^ 
from  and  after  the  end  of  this  session  of  assembly,  if  a  mor- 
tal stroke  shall  be  given  within  the  body  of  any  county  on 
one  shore  of  this  State,  and  the  party  so  stricken  shall  die 
thereof  within  a  twelve-month  and  a  day  from  the  time  of 
such  stroke  given,  within  the  body  of  any  county  on  the 
other  shore  of  this  State,  the  party  giving  such  mortal 
stroke,  and  all  aiders  and  abettors,  &c.,  shall  and  may  be  in- 
dicted, arraigned,  and  tried,  in  the  general  court  of  either 
shore,  or  by  justices  of  oyer  and  terminer,  sitting  either  in 
the  county  where  the  stroke  shall  be  given,  or  in  the  county 
where  the  death  shall  happen,  and  judgment  shall  be  given, 
and  execution  had,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  the  stroke  and 
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death  both  happened  on  the  same  shore,  or  in  the  county 
^here  the  said  justices  of  oyer  and  terminer  shall  sit." 

Section  8  of  this  same  statute  declared — 

"  Whereas  the  two  shores  of  this  State  are  divided  by  the 
waters  of  Chesapeake  Bay,  and  in  some  instances  the 
counties  of  this  State  are  divided  by  the  waters  of  rivers 
or  creeks,  which  may  occasion  doubts  as  to  the  trial  of  homi- 
cide in  certain  cases : 

**  JBe  it  enacted^  That  from  and  after  the  end  of  this  session  of 
assembly,  if  a  mortal  stroke  shall  be  given  on  the  said  waters 
of  the  Chesapeake,  and  the  party  so  stricken  shall  die  thereof 
within  a  twelve-month  and  a  day,  or  if  a  mortal  stroke  shall 
be  given  in  any  part  of  this  State,  and  the  party  so  stricken 
shall  die  thereof  within  a  twelve  month  and  a  day  on  the 
said  waters  of  the  Chesapeake,  in  such  case  the  party  giving 
such  mortal  stroke,  and  all  aiders,  abetters,  comforters,  and 
accesories  thereof  and  thereto,  shall  and  may  be  indicted, 
arraigned,  and  tried,  in  the  General  court  of  either  shore,  or 
before  justices  of  oyer  and  terminer,  sitting  in  any  county  ot 
either  shore,  and  judgment  shall  thereon  be  given,  and  execu- 
tion had,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  the  stroke  and  deatti  had 
both  happened  on  either  shore." 

By  section  4  a  similar  provision  was  made  where  the  stroke 
occurred  on  the  waters  of  any  river  or  creek  dividing  any 
counties  and  the  death  occurred  on  shore,  or  where  the  blow 
was  stricken  in  any  such  county  and  the  death  occurred  on 
any  such  river  or  creek. 

The  careful  omission  of  all  mention  of  the  county  courts 
from  this  act,  shows  that  the  law-makers  considered  they  had 
already  made  ample  provision  for  the  trial  by  those  tribunals 
of  any  crime,  murder  included,  in  the  county  where  the 
oftense  was  committed^  irrespective  of  the  place  of  death  of  the 
murdered  person. 

The  jurisdiction  of  the  county  courts  in  all  criminal  cases 
Was  confirmed  by  chapter  50  of  November  session,  1790  ;  and 
V)y  chapter  43  of  November  session,  1796  ;  and  remaincl  un- 
impaired up  to  the  passage  of  the  act  of  Congress  of  27th 
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February,  1801,  when  tbe  atatiiie  was  paased  creetiiig^ 

court  which  was  the  predecessor  of  this  tribunal. 

In  our  opinion,  then,  it  is  clear  beyond  question  that  itf  ^ 
mortal  blow  had  been  stricken  before  the  session,  in  eitl]gf 
of  the  counties,  parts  of  which  constitute  the  District  aa  it 
now  exists,  and  the  party  stricken  had  died  in  any  otiier 
jurisdiction,  the  county  court  of  the  county  where  tht  blow 
was  stricken,  would  have  had  undoubted  jurisdiction  to  try 
and  sentence  the  ofiender. 

Much  reliance  has  been  placed  by  the  counsel  of  the  de- 
fendant upon  two  decisions  alleged  to  have  taken  place  within 
this  jurisdiction,  which,  it  is  said,  settles  this  question  ac- 
cording to  their  contention. 

The  first  case  is  the  United  States  vs.  Bladen,  reported  in 
1st  Cranch,  Circuit  Court  Reports,  548.  The  party  there 
was  indicted  for  manslaughter.  It  appeared  that  the  fatal 
blow  was  struck  in  Alexandria  and  the  party  died  in  Mary- 
land, and  it  was  decided  by  the  court  that  they  werewithoat 
jurisdiction  to  try  him  for  the  hohiicide,  although  he  could 
be  held  for  the  assault.  It  is  worthy  of  remark  in  this  case 
that  Mr.  Walter  Jones,  one  of  the  most  eminent  lawyers  of 
the  country,  on  that  occasion  represented  the  United  States. 
He  insisted,  as  we  have  decided  this  day,  that  the  recitalsin 
the  statute  of  Edward  VI  were  not  correct  statemeuts  of 
the  common  law  at  the  time  of  its  enactment.  But  the  cir- 
cuit court  of  the  District  of  Columbia  was  holding  its  ses- 
sion in  Alexandria,  within  a  portion  of  the  District  ceded 
from  Virginia,  and  its  decision  was  controlled  by  the  state 
of  the  law  in  Virginia.  No  such  provision  existed  in  the 
Virginia  statutes,  at  the  time,  as  had  been  incorporated,  as 
we  have  shown,  into  the  law  of  the  State  of  Maryland,  ft 
by  no  means  follows  that  the  court  would  have  decided  the 
point  in  the  same  way  if  a  case  with  similar  facts  had  been 
presented  at  its  next  session  on  the  Maryland  side  of  the 
Potomac,  in  view  of  the  explicit  declarations  of  the  Maiy* 
land  statutes. 

The  other  case  referred  to  is  that  of  the  United  States  v. 
James  BoUa.     The  brief  of  the  defendant's  counsel  ha^ 


United  Statbs  v.  Guitbau.  659 

copied  literally  the  statement  of  the  case  taken  from  the 
American  Law  Journal,  published  in  1850.  We  have  exam- 
ined the  original  papers  in  the  case,  and  are  satisfied  that 
there  is  nothing  appearing  in  them  that  would  justify  the 
conclusion  that  the  point  now  before  us  was  considered  or 
decided  by  the  court.  It  appears  that  on  the  80th  of  June^ 
1848,  the  grand  jury  indicted  a  certain  James  Kawley  for 
manslaughter.  The  indictment,  which  I  hold  in  my  hand> 
declares  that  on  the  25th  of  April,  in  the  county  of  Wash- 
ington and  District  of  Columbia,  the  said  Bawley,  in  and 
upon  a  certain  person  to  the  jurors  unknown,  did  make  an 
assault  and  inflict  upon  him  with  a  stick,  which  he  then  and 
there  held,  a  mortal  wound,  of  which  the  said  person  un- 
known, on  the  same  day  and  year  aforesaid,  in  the  county 
aforesaid,  died.  The  complete  docket  entries  in  the  case  are 
as  follows : 

"  June  30th,  1848.  No.  449.  United  States  v.  James 
Rawley.  Manslaughter.  Indictment.  July  10th,  nolle  prose- 
qui,  and  the  prisoner  remanded  to  wait  the  requisition  of 
the  governor  of  Maryland  or  Virginia,  and  the  district  at- 
torney to  give  immediate  notice  to  the  authorities  of  those 
States." 

It  seems  hardly  consistent  with  this  entry  that  any  off'ense 
could  have  been  committed  within  the  District,  for  in  Bla- 
den's case  the  court  had  held  that  if  the  blow  was  struck  in 
Alexandria,  within  its  jurisdiction,  the  party  might  be  in- 
dicted for  the  assault.  It  would  seem  rather  then,  as  a  nol. 
pros,  was  entered,  that  it  had  been  ascertained  after  the  find- 
ing of  the  indictment  that  no  part  of  the  offense  had  oc- 
curred within  the  District  of  Columbia.  On  the  28d  of 
October,  1848,  the  said  Rawley,  stating  his  name  as  Bolla, 
applied  for  a  habeas  corpus,  and  was  brought  before  Judge 
Crawford  on  the  same  day  by  the  marshal,  with  a  statement 
of  the  cause  of  his  detention,  namely,  that  at  some  time  in 
the  month  of  April,  1848,  in  the  county  of  Washington,  he 
had  struck  a  certain  Baulsbury  with  a  piece  of  wood  and 
caused  his  death.    The  hearing  was  adjourned  until  the  80th 
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of  October,  1848,  and  on  the  27th  of  November,  1848,  the 
judge  passed  the  following  order : 

"The  prisoner  brought  before  me  according  to  adjourn- 
ment, and  it  being  stated  by  the  district  attorney  that  the 
attorney-general  of  Maryland  had  communicated  his  opinion 
that  Maryland  had  no  jurisdiction  in  the  case,  and  the 
authorities  of  Virginia  not  having,  although  twice  at  least 
informed  of  the  facts,  taken  any  measures  to  demand  James 
Rawley  for  trial  in  Virginia,  I  feel  compelled,  after  the  lapee 
of  time  and  the  circumstances  above  named,  to  discharge 
him  from  custody,  which  is  ordered." 

And  this  is  the  entire  record  of  the  case.  Manifestly  there 
is  nothing  appearing  in  these  papers  to  justify  the  inference 
that  the  point  now  made  was  either  insisted  upon  or  decided. 
The  statement  of  the  judge  would  rather  indicate  that  the 
grand  jury  had  indicted  a  person  who  had  been  improperly 
accused,  and  who  had,  in  fact,  committed  no  such  crime 
at  all.* 


♦Shortly  after  the  delivery  of  the  above  opinion,  counsel  for  tiie 
prisoner  made  application  to  one  of  the  Justices  of  the  Supreme  Court 
of  the  United  States  (  Mr.  Justice  Bradley)  for  a  writ  of  kabeat  corpvt 
on  the  ^ound  that  this  court  was  without  jurisdiction  to  try  the  prisoner 
lor  the  oft'ence  cliarged  in  the  indictment.  The  application,  however, 
was  refused.  The  opinion  of  the  learned  Justice,  giving;  his  reaaona 
for  denying  the  writ,  will  not  be  an  unfit  conclusion  to  one  of  the 
most  interesting  and  important  cases  ever  decided  in  this  District. 

In  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States. 

In  the  Matter  of  Ihs  Application  of  Charles  J.  Guiteau  ^ 
for  a  writ  of  Habeas  Corpus.  j 

Charles  J.  Guiteaii,  being  in  prison  under  sentence  of  death  fortbe 
murder  of  President  James  A.  Garfield,  malves  application  for  Khabeo* 
-corpus  to  be  dii^charged  from  said  impri.«onment,  on  the  ground  that  the 
criminal  court  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  by  which  he  was  tried  and 
convicted,  had  no  jurisdiction  of  his  ofi'ense.  Tlie  supposed  want  of 
jurisdiction  is  based  on  the  fact  that,  although  the  mortal  wound  waj 
inflicted  in  the  District  of  Columbia,  the  death  of  the  President  toolL 
place  m  New  Jersey;  whereas  the  act  under  which  the  indictment '^ 
found  (section  5339  of  the  Revised  Statutes),  only  declares  murder 
within  any  fort,  arsenal,  doclc-yard,  magazine,  or  in  any  place  or  di«trict 
of  country  under  the  exclusive  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States,  ^^ 
suffer  dt-ath,  and  jurisdiction  is  only  given  to  the  court  to  try  *'<y*'52 
and  offenses  committed  within  tiie  District."  Reyised  SUtutes  District 
of  Columbia,  stec.  763,  as  amended. 
It  is  contended  that  the  murder  was  committed  only  partly  witbU^ 
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trict  of  Columbia  and  partly  within  the  State  of  New  Jersey, 
lerefore,  cannot  be  said  to  have  been  committed  within  the 
of  Columbia. 

le  strict  technicality  of  the  common  law  this  position  would 
y  be  correct,  althoufi;h  Lord  Chief-Justice  Hale,  one  of  the 
D  criminal  lawyers  and  judges  that  ever  lived,  uses  the  following 
^e:  ^^  At  common  law,"  says  he,  ^'  if  a  man  had  been  stridden  in 
inty  and  died  in  another,  it  was  doubtful  whether  he  were 
>le  or  triable  in  either,  but  the  more  common  opinion  was  that 
it  be  indicted  where  the  stroke  was  given,  for  the  death  was  but 
quence,  and  might  bo  found,  though  in  another  county,  and  if 
ty  died  in  another  county,  the  body  was  removed  into  tlie  county 
he  stroke  was  given,  for  the  coroner  to  take  an  inquest  super 
rrporis,^^ 

case  shows  that  in  Lord  Chief-Justice  Hale*s  opinion  the 
il  crime  was  committed  where  the  stroke  was  given,  and  that 
le  production  of  tlie  dead  body  gave  the  jury  ocular  demonst ra- 
the corpus  delecti,  the  difficulty  of  jurisdiction  was  overcome. 
*emove  the  doubt  as  to  the  power  of  jurors  to  try  such  a  case,  it 
LCted  by  the  statute  2  and  3  Edward  VI,  c.  24,  thnt  the  murderer 
»e  tried  in  tlie  county  where  the  death  occurred ;  and  to  remedy 
culty  wliere  tlie  stroke,  or  the  death,  happened  out  of  England, 
snacted,  by  a  subsequent  statute,  2  Greorge  II,  c.  21,  that  the 
ght  be  in  the  county  where  the  stroke  was  ^ven  if  the  party  died 
!he  realm  ;  or  where  the  death  occurred,  if  the  stroke  was  given 
the  realm ;  this,  in  effect,  making  the  murder  a  crime  in  the 
in  which  either  the  stroke  was  given  or  the  death  occurred, 
statutes,  as  the  Supreme  Court  holds,  and  as  their  reasoning 
torily  shows,  were  in  force  in  Maryland  in  1801,  when  the 
le  Court  was  organized,  and  by  the  organic  act  of  Congress 
laws  of  the  District  of  Columbia. 

erefore,  the  District  had  continued  a  part  of  the  State  of  Mary- 
ith  those  laws  in  force,  and  if  the  murder  in  question  had  taken 
xactly  as  it  did,  it  would  have  been  considered  a  murder  com- 
(vithin  the  State  of  Maryland,  and  within  the  county  out  of  which 
trict  was  carved,  and  would  have  been  indictable  and  triable  in 
mnty.  When,  therefore,  Congresu  in  1801  conferred  upon  the 
}f  the  District  jurisdiction  to  try  all  crimes  and  offenses  commit- 
hin  the  District,  it  gave  juris<liction  to  try  the  murder  of  which 
K>ner  has  been  found  guilty,  the  present  law  being  a  mere  codifi- 
>f  that  enactment.  For  the  f^ame  reason  the  crimes  act  of  1790, 
;  came  to  operate  upon  the  District,  became  applicable  to  such  a 

• 

ly  be  objected  that  the  conferring  jurisdiction  to  try  the  crime  of 
'  in  such  a  case  when  only  the  stroke  was  given  within  the 
y  and  the  death  occurred  elsewhere,  and  vice  versa^  did  not  make 
ler  in  the  territory.  But  this  is  a  purely  technical  objection. 
is  no  doubt  that  the  legislature  miglit  have  enacted,  in  so  many 
that  if  either  the  mortal  stroke  should  be  given,  or  the  conse- 
leath  should  happen  within  the  territory,  it  should  be  deemed  a 
'  committed  there. 

ttatute  adds,  substantially,  that  effect  and  meaning,  and  after  it 
ito  operation  the  crime  became  a  crime  within  the  territory. 
Linnecessary  to  say  that  such  a  construction  of  the  statutes  and 
act  of  Congress  much  better  subserves  the  purposes  of  justice, 

more  in  consonance  with  their  object  and  intent,  than  the 
ely  technical  construction  contended  for  on  behalf  of  the 
r. 

view  of  the  subject  renders  it  unnecessary  to  examine  the 
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decisions  of  Mr.  Justice  Washin^n,  in  the  case  of  Magill ;  of  Mr.  Jostloe 
Curtis,  in  the  case  of  Armstrong,  or  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  this  District 
in  the  case  of  Bladen,  since  they  were  all  cases  in  which  no  statute  like 
that  of  2  George  n,  could  be  invoked. 

It  seems  to  me,  therefore,  after  very  careful  consideration  of  the 
question,  that  the  criminal  court  of  the  District  had  Jurisdiction  to  try 
the  case  of  Golteau,  and  that  a  habeas  corpus  for  his  discharge  ought  not 
to  be  allowed.  I  should  be  very  reluctant  to  interfere  with  the  course 
of  justice  in  any  case  in  which  a  fair  and  impartial  trial  has  been  had, 
and  the  jurisdictional  question  has  been  fully  considered,  unless  it 
appeared  to  me  quite  clear  that  a  mistake  had  been  made  in  assuming 
jurisdiction,  or,  at  least,  that  it  was  a  question  of  very  grave  doubt. 

The  question  in  this  case  was  very  fully  and  learnedly  discussed  both 
by  the  learned  judge  who  tried  the  cause  and  by  the  Supreme  Court  in 
General  Term ;  and  after  a  careful  examination  of  the  arguments  of 
counsel  on  both  sides  and  of  the  learned  opinion  of  the  judges,  with  such 
reflection  as  I  have  been  able  to  give  to  the  subject,  I  have  reached  the 
conclusion  above  stated. 

In  a  case  of  grave  doubt  and  difficulty,  and  appellate  in  its  character 
(as  this  case  is),  I  have  a  right,  undoubtedly,  to  refer  the  matter  to  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  as  was  done  in  Ex  parte  Clarke 
(100  U.  S.,  399);  but  such  is  not  the  usual  course,  and  is  not  to  be 
followed,  if  it  can  well  be  avoided.  Prompt  action  is  one  of  the  bene- 
flcial  characteristics  of  the  remedy  of  habeas  corpus^  and  is  due  both  to 
the  prisoner  and  the  administration  of  justice. 

The  law  gives  jurisdiction  to,  and  places  the  responsibility  upon, 
single  judge  to  grant  or  refuse  the  writ :  and  it  is  his  duty  to  decide  l 
application  therefor  if  he  can  do  so  witn  reasonable  confldence  in  h 
own  conclusion ;  and  it  is  his  right  to  do  in  every  case. 

The  application  is  denied. 


opinion  of  Mr.  Justice  Cox  upon  the  Jurisdictional  Ques- 
tion in  the  Case  of  United  States  v.  Guiteau. 

Delivered  in  the  Criminal  Term  S.  C.  D.  C,  January  10,  1882. 


At  an  early  stage  of  this  case  I  had  expressed  a  preterence 
that  if  it  was  designed  to  raise  this  question,  it  should  be 
presented  in  a  preliminary  form,  by  way  of  demurrer  or  plea, 
because  a  determination  adversely  to  the  jurisdiction  would 
have  spared  us  all  the  labor  and  trouble  of  this  trial.  How- 
ever, counsel  had  the  privilege  of  raising  the  question  at  any 
stage  of  the  case.  The  jurisdiction  of  the  court  had  been 
publicly  discussed  and  seriously  challenged,  and  I  felt  it  in- 
cumbent upon  me  not  to  seem  to  ignore  a  question  so  vital 
to  the  rights  of  the  defendant.  I  deemed  it  my  duty,  there- 
fore, to  investigate  it  somewhat.  It  is  proper,  perhaps,  that 
I  should  now  express  the  opinion  which  I  have  reached,  in 
the  couree  of  my  investigation  of  this  question  before  dis- 
cussing any  other  points,  although  the  opinion  is  somewhat 
long,  and,  perhaps,  it  may  be  tedious. 

Several  of  the  counts  of  this  indictment  show  that  the 
President  wa.s  shot  in  the  District  of  Columbia  and  died  of 
the  wound  so  inflicted,  in  the  State  of  New  Jersey.  It  else- 
where appears  that,  after  his  death,  his  body  was  brought 
back  to  the  District  of  Columbia. 

These  facts  are  also  sufliciently  shown  in  the  evidence. 

A  question  is  raised  as  to  the  jurisdiction  of  this  court  to 
try  and  punish  an  oflfense  committed  under  these  circum- 
stances. 

It  has  been  supposed  that  this  case  is  provided  for  by  the 
United  States  Revised  Statutes,  and  especially  section  731, 
which  enacts : 

"  When  any  offense  against  the  United  States  is  begun  in 
one  judicial  cireuii  and  completed  in  another,  it  shall  be 
deemed  to  have  been  committed  in  either,  and  may  be  dealt 
with^  inquired  of,  tried,  determined,  and  punished  in  either 
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district,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  it  had  been  actually  a^  ^ 
wholly  committed  therein." 

The  section  begins  by  imposing  a  penalty  for  conspiring 
commit  any  oflPense  against  the  laws  or  to  defraud  the  Unit 
States.    And  it  closes  with  the  paragraph,  "  And  when 
oftense  shall  be  begun,"  &c. 

The  context  shows  that  it  was  directed  against  frauds  u 
the  revenue  and  was  meant   for   cases   in  which  diftere 
pj\rt8  of  the  fraud  were   perpetrated  in  different  distric 
But,  conceding  that  the  re-enactment  of  the  clause  by  it 
and  as  an  independent  section,  in  the  revision,  will  give  it 
more  extensive  application,  it  is  still  an  offense  against  t 
United  States  only,  which  comes  within  its  purview.    T 
class     of    cases    for    which    it    was    originally    intend 
were,  in  their  nature^  offenses  against  the  United  States  ai 
could  not   be   offenses  against  any   other  authority.    Tl 


offense  we  are  now  dealing  with  is  not  an  offense  against  t 
United  States,  except  in  consequence  of  its  having  been  co 
mitted  in  territory  under  exclusive  Federal  jurisdiction, 
committed  in  a  State,  it  would  have  been  an  offense  agaii^ 
the  State.     If  a  fatal  wound  had  been  given  in  a  State,  f 
lowed  bv  death  in  a  State,  but  within  the  limits  of  a  d 
ferent  Federal  judicial  district,  it  would  have  been  still 
offense  against  a  State  only.     And  if  such  an  offense  can 
divided  into  parts  and  the  mortal  stroke  be  called  one 
and  the  death  another,  if  either  was  conmiitted  in  a  Sta 
to  that  extent  it  was  not  an  offense  against  the  United  Stat 
and  either  the  offense  was  not  begun  or  it  was  not  complet 
against  the  United  States.     It  could  not,  therefore, be  call  ^<i 
an  offense  against  the  United  States,  begun  in  one  place  i^x3<f 
completed  in  another,  and  consequently  such  a  case  does  rmo^ 
come  within  the  purview  of  the  statute  at  all. 

But  besides  that,  the  statute  refers  to  offenses  b^uii    ip 
one  judicial  circuit  and  completed  in  another,  and  makes    i^ 
punishable  in  either  district    Now,  what  judicial  circuits  »nd 
districts  of  the  United  States  are  is  settled  by  law,  and  i^ 
easily  determined.    The  whole  judicial  system  of  the  United 
States  is  mapped  out  in  the  Revised  Statutes. 

Section  580  declares  that  'Hhe   United   States  shall  be 
divided  into  judicial  districts  as  follows"  ;  and  it  then  pro- 
ceeds to  designate  by  name  the  States,  and  parts  of  States, 
which  shall  compose  each  district ;  and  the  District  of  Col- 
umbia has  no  part  in  this  arrangement. 

Further  on,  section  604  groups  all  these  districts,  agaio» 
into  nine  circuits,  to  which  the  District  of  Columbia,  '^ 
equally  a  stranger. 
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It  need  hardly  be  observed  that  the  title  "  District  of  Col- 
umbia" represents  a  political  division,  and  never  had  any 
reference  to  the  judicial  system  of  the  United  States.  The 
original  judicial  system  of  the  United  States  was  created  for 
the  States  in  1789,  before  the  District  of  Columbia  had  a 
separate  political  existence,  and  the  latter  has  never  been 
engrafted  upon  it  by  any  subsequent  amendments. 
-.  •  The  provision,  therefore,  for  punishment  of  oifenses  begun 
in  one  judicial  circuit  and  completed  in  another,  can  have  no 
application  to  oftenses  begun  in  the  District  of  Columbia  and 
completed  within  a  State. 

Nor  is  any  help  to  the  opposite  view  to  be  derived  from 
section  93  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia, which  enacts  that — 

"  The  Constitution  and  all  the  laws  of  the  United  States 
which  are  not  locaUy  inapplicable  shall  have  the  same  force 
and  effect  within  the  District  as  elsewhere  in  the  United 
States." 

An  act  directed  at  offenses  committed  within  a  judicial 
circuit  or  district  has  precisely  the  same  effect  as  if  it  had 
described  the  States  or  parts  of  States  composing  the  same. 
If  it  speaks  of  an  offense,  e,  ^.,  begun  in  the  firet  circuit  and 
completed  in  the  second,  it  is  ^p  if  it  described  the  very  States 
embraced  in  each.  Such  a  law  would,  of  course,  be  locally 
inapplicable  to  the  District  of  Columbia — as  much  so  as  a 
law  to  punish  smuggling  in  California. 

The  only  legislation  which  could  affect  the  application  of 
section  731  of  the  general  Revised  Statutes,  would  be  that 
which  would  create  in  the  District  of  Columbia  a  judicial 
circuit  or  district. 

Nor  does  section  760  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  Dis- 
trict affect  this  question.     That  section  is  : 

"The  Supreme  Court  shall  possess  the  same  powers  and 
exercise  the  same  jurisdiction  as  the  circuit  courts  of  the 
United  States." 

Now,  it  is  elementary  law  that  the  jurisdiction  of  the  cir- 
cuit courts  over  crimes  is  statutory  only. 

I  have  already  shown  that  in  a  case  like  the  present,  if  a 
part  of  the  offense  be  considered  as  committed  within  a  State 
and  outside  of  exclusive  Federal  jurisdiction,  it  is  not  the 
case  provided  for  by  section  731,  the  only  statute  supposed 
to  cover  the  case,  and  that  it  would  not  be  within  the  juris- 
diction of  a  circuit  court.     Section  760  aforesaid,  therefore, 
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would  not  confer  jarisdiction  upon  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
District. 

Section  6839,  Revised  Statutes,  imposes  the  punishment 
of  death  for  murder  committed  within  any  place  or  district 
of  country  under  the  exclusive  jurisdiction  of  the  United 
States,  and  also  for  a  murder  committed  by  inflicting  a  wound 
on  the  high  seas  or  in  any  arm  of  the  sea,  river,  harbor,  &c., 
of  which  the  wounded  party  dies  elsewhere;  but,  strangely, 
omits  the  case  of  a  wound  inflicted  on  land  within  the  exclu- 
sive jurisdiction  of  the  United  States,  resulting  in  death 
elsewhere.  So  that  we  derive  no  aid  from  the  statutes  of 
the  United  States  in  such  case.  A  murder  committed  here 
is  punishable  here,  but  if,  as  in  this  case,  the  fatal  wound  is 
inflicted  here  and  the  death  occurs  elsewhere,  the  question 
is,  whether  the  punishable  crime  is  committed  here.  We 
look  in  vain  to  the  statutes  of  the  United  States  for  enlighten- 
ment on  this  subject. 

There  is,  however,  a  statute  of  2  Geo.  11,  ch.  21,  passed  in 
1729,  providing  for  the  trial  of  murders  in  cases  where  either 
the  stroke  or  death  only  happens  within  that  part  of  Great 
Britain  called  England;  which  enacts  that  when  any  person 
"  shall  be  feloniously  stricken  or  poisoned  at  any  place  with- 
in that  part  of  Great  Britain  called  England,  and  shall  die 
of  the  same  stroke  or  poisoning  upon  the  sea,  or  at  any  place 
out  of  that  part  of  the  kingdom  of  Great  Britain  called 
England  *  *  *  an  indictment  thereof  found  by  the 
jurors  of  the  county  in  that  part  of  the  kingdom  of  Great 
Britain  ♦  •  *  shall  be  good  and  eflectual  in  the  law 
*  *  *  as  if  such  felonious  stroke  and  death  thereby 
ensuing  *  •  •  had  happened  in  the  same  county  where 
such  indictment  shall  be  found." 

If  this  statute  was  in  force  in  Maryland,  it  is  in  force  here, 
and  exactly  meets  this  case. 

The  statute  is  not  included  in  the  list  which  Chancellor 
Kilty  prepared  in  pursuance  of  a  resolution  of  the  Maryland 
legislature  of  1809,  as  in  force  in  Maryland;  liut  this  is  not 
conclusive,  as  the  court  of  appeals  of  Maryland  have  declared 
several  English  statutes  to  be  in  force  in  Maryland  which  he 
omitted  from  his  list. 

This  statute  in  terras  applies  to  that  part  of  Great  Britain 
called  England.  But  several  statutes  similarly  limited  have 
been  declared  in  force  in  Maryland,  by  the  court  of  appeals. 

The  Declaration  of  Rights  of  Maryland  says  "  that  the 
inhabitants  of  Maryland  are  entitled  to  the  common  law  of 
England     »     •     •     and  to  the  benefit  of  such  of  the  English 
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statutes  as  existed  at  the  time  of  their  first  emigration,  and 
which,  by  experience,  have  been  found  applicable  to  their 
local  and  other  circumstances,  and  of  such  others  as  have 
been  since  made  in  England  or  Great  Britain,  and  have  been 
introduced,  used  and  practiced  by  the  courts  of  law  and 
equity." 

Although  this  statute  would  be  as  conveniently  applicable 
in  Maryland  as  in  England,  it  was  not  in  force  at  the  time 
of  the  lirst  emigration,  and  there  is  no  evidence  that  it  has 
ever  i»een  used  and  practiced  under  in  the  courts. 

And  yet,  as  the  court  of  appeals  say,  in  Sibley  vs.  Williams 
Execr.,  3  G.  &  J.,  62,  "  it  has  always  been  understood  that 
the  judges  under  the  old  (charter)  government  laid  it  down 
as  a  general  rule  that  all  statutes  for  the  administration  of 
justice,  whether  made  before  or  after  the  charter,  so  far  as 
they  were  applicable,  should  be  adopted." 

And  as  this  would  seem  to  be  pre-eminently  a  statute  for 
the  administration  of  justice,  there  is  good  reason  for  hold- 
ing it  to  be  in  force  in  Maryland  and  this  District.  But  it 
does  not  become  necessary  to  determine  that  question 
definitely  now,  because  I  shall  rest  my  decision  of  this  ques- 
tion on  common  law  principles. 

The  contention  is,  in  this  case,  that  murder  can  only  be 
tried  and  punished  in  the  county  where  it  is  committed; 
that  death  is  an  essential  element  in  the  crime,  and  that,  as 
the  death  did  not  occur  within  this  District,  the  crime  of 
murder  was  not  committed  here,  but,  at  most,  an  assault  with 
intent  to  kill.  The  same  reasoning  will  apply  to  the  place 
where  the  death  occurred.  The  mortal  wound  being  an 
essential  element  of  the  crime,  and  this  not  having  been 
inflicted  in  the  same  jurisdiction  where  the  death  occurred, 
it  follows  that  murder  was  not  committed  there.  The  con- 
sequence of  this  doctrine  is  that,  although  murder  most  foul 
may  be  committed,  yet,  if  by  accident,  or  even  by  contrivance 
of  the  assassin  himself,  the  victim  be  conveyed,  before  his 
death,  over  the  territorial  boundary  of  the  jurisdiction  where 
he  was  smitten,  it  becomes  impossible  to  locate  the  murder, 
and  its  perpetrator  secures  immunity  from  the  punishment 
due  to  this  heinous  crime. 

Tested  by  a  common  sense  application  of  the  principles  of 
the  common  law,  this  position  would  hardly  meet  with  favor 
anywhere,  and  few  courts  would  be  willing  to  assent  to  it 
onless  constrained  thereto  by  preponderant  authority. 

A  wound,  not  immediately  fatal,  is  inflicted  in  this  Dis- 
trict.    Until  its  consequences  are  ascertained,  it  cannot  be 
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determined  whether  the  offense  committed  is  a  homicideg"==y,  or 
an  attempt.     But  when  death  results  from  the  wound,  no 

matter  where,  it  is  ascertained  that  a  homicide  is  committ-czKted. 
Everything  of  which  the  perpetrator  was  guilty  was  coK:i_T»m- 
mitted  here.     The  crime  consists  in  intentionally  and  unl^as:  aw- 
fully  causing  the  death.     Wherever  the  death  may  h^^.  are 
occurred,  it  was  caused  here,  bj'  the  fatal  wound  inflic^   T^ted 
here.     It  is  even  a  misnomer  to  speak  of  such  an  offense^^  ^ 
having  been  begun  here  and  completed  elsewhere.     Th-^^ere 
are  offenses  to  which  such  language  is  applicable,  as  the  r-      ->ase 
of  forgery,  where  a  part  of  the  fabricated  instrumeni 
executed  in  each  of  several  jurisdictions;  or  the  case  of 
spiracy,  where  several  conspirators  reside  and  act  in  ditfei 
jurisdictions.     In  all  cases  of  this  kind  there  is  an  act 
agency  exercised  by  the  offenders  in  the  several  jurisdicticz^os^ 
and  something  done  in  each  to  perfect  the  crime.     Butr-    in 
the  supposed  case  of  murder,  the  offender's  active  ageni^^fg 
exhausted  here.     The  laws  of  physical  nature  take  up   the 
work  where  he  left  off,  and  simply  work  out  the  consequences 
of  his  crime,  and  by  them  determine  its  grade.     It  is  per- 
fectly  true  that  the  crime  of  murder  is  not  complete,  in  point 
of  time,  until  death  occurs.     But  it  is  a  non  sequitur  that  it  is 
completed  where  death  occurs.     The  event  determines  tie 
crime,  but  does  not  necessarily  locate  it. 

It  is  hardly  correct  to  speak  of  the  death  as  an  element  in 
the  crime.  It  is  a  necessary  condition  to  it,  but  the  element* 
of  the  crime  are,  properly,  the  acts  of  the  perpetrator,  to  wit: 
the  malice,  intent,  and  the  blow.  Apart  from  the  wound, 
as  already  said,  the  death  was  not  his  act,  but  was  the  work 
of  nature.  The  deed  committed  by  him  draws  to  it  the  con- 
sequence, as  the  principal  does  the  incident,  and  common 
sense  would  dictate  that  if  the  crime  nmst  have  a  locality^ 
in  order  to  be  punishable,  its  locality  is  where  the  assassin's 
acts  were  committed.  The  common  law  can  be  guilty  of  no 
greater  absurdity  than  the  doctrine  that  in  the  sup- 
posed case  of  a  mortal  wound  and  a  consequent  death,  w 
different  jurisdictions,  the  murder  is  an  intangible  abstrac- 
tion, and  the  redress  of  the  wrong  is  beyond  the  machinery 
of  the  law. 

But,  in  fact,  this  doctrine  never  had  in  England  the  sanc- 
tion of  a  judicial  decision  or  any  other  countenance  than 
extrajudicial  opinions  or  doubts. 

In  8  Coke's  Institutes,  48,  it  is  said,  "  If  a  man  be  stricken 
upon  the  high  seas  and  dieth  of  the  same  stroke  upon  laoUy 
his  cannot  be  inquired  of  by  the  common  law  becaoae  not 
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misne  can  come  (i.  e.y  no  jury  can  be  summoned)  from  the 
place  where  the  stroke  was  given,  because  it  is  not  within  any  of 
the  counties  of  the  realm. ^^ 

The  same  thing,  in  substance,  is  stated  in  1  Hawkins  P. 
C.  C,  13,  pp.  11,  12,  and  1  East's  P.  C,  365. 

But  what  the  law  would  be  in  opposite  case,  viz.,  where 
the  stroke  is  given  in  the  body  of  a  county  and  the  death 
occurs  out  of  the  realm — on  the  high  seas. or  elsewhere — 
which  would  be  substantially  the  present  case,  is  not  stated. 
The  reasons  assigned  for  the  failure  of  jurisdiction  would 
not  apply  to  such  a  case,  because  a  jury  could  be  summoned 
from  the  county  where  the  blow  was  struck,  and,  indeed,  the 
silence  of  these  commentators  as  to  the  supposed  case,  while 
excluding  the  opposite  case  from  the  cognizance  of  the  com- 
mon law,  would  justify  the  inference  that  it  could  be  inquired 
of  b}'  the  common  law.  Nor  do  I  find  a  different  opinion 
expressed  as  to  this  particular  case  anywhere.  From  a  trea- 
tise on  the  admiralty  jurisdiction,  by  Sir  Matthew  Hale, 
preserved  among  the  Hargrave  manuscripts  in  the  British 
Museum,  it  seems  to  have  been  his  opinion  that  in  case  of  a 
stroke  given  in  the  narrow  seas,  followed  by  death  on  land, 
the  trial  should  be  at  common  law,  "  because  (to  use  his  lan- 
guage) otherwise  there  would  be  a  failure  of  justice,  which 
cannot  be  presumed  in  so  long  a  continuance  of  time,"  and 
that  "the  death  that  is  within  the  county  shall,  for  neces- 
sity and  to  prevent  a  failure  of  justice,  attract  the  trial  of 
the  whole  offense  to  the  common  law."  These  reasons  would 
certainly  apply  with  equal  force  to  the  opposite  case  of  a 
stroke  on  land  followed  by  death  without  the  realm.  In 
this,  aa  in  the  other,  for  necessity,  and  to  prevent  a  failure 
of  justice,  the  common  law  should  take  cognizance  of  the 
offense.  The  statute  of  2  Geo.  H,  before  referred  to,  ex- 
pressly provides  for  both  cases,  simply  reciting  that  it  is 
enacted  for  preventing  any  failure  of  justice  and  for  taking 
away  all  doubts  touching  the  trial  of  murder  in  the  cases 
mentioned ;  but  whether  such  doubts  existed,  as  to  both 
classes,  is  not  very  clearly  intimated. 

The  doubts  which  have  been  expressed  relate  more  partic- 
ularly to  the  case  of  felonious  assaults  in  one  county,  result- 
ing in  death  in  another  county,  within  the  realm ;  and  it 
must  be  admitted  that  the  reasons  urged  against  the  juris- 
diction in  the  county  of  the  blow,  apply  equally  where  the 
death  occurs  abroad. 

As  to  this,  Coke  says  (3  Inst.,  48),  "And  before  the 
making  of  the  Stat.,  2  £dw.  VI,  if  a  man  had  been  feloni- 
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OBsly  stricken  or  poisoned  in  one  county  and  after  had  d^k.ed 
in  another  county,  no  sufficient  indictment  could  ther^^^f 
have  been  taken  in  either  of  said  counties,  because,  by  VKhe 
law  of  the  realm,  the  jurors  of  one  county  could  not  inqa^^j.^ 
of  that  which  was  done  in  another  county.  It  is  provi(^^gj 
in  that  act,  that  the  indictment  may  be  taken  •  ♦  •  j^ 
that  county  where  the  death  doth  happen." 

The  reason  assigned  by  Coke  could  not  now  be  deei^:^^^ 
sufficient.     The  same  author  shows   that  the  jurors  o:f*  ^ 
county  where  a  murder  was  committed  might  inquire  iu^ 
the  guilt  of  accessories  instigating  it  in  another  couxif^. 
And  when  we  remember  that  many  oftenses  are  committerf 
in  a  given  jurisdiction  which  are  begun  elsewhere,  as  in  the 
case  of  libels  sent  into  it  for  publication,  nuisances  began 
outside  and  continued  within,  &c.,  it  is  seen  that,  in  order  to 
fix  the  responsibility  on  the  olFending  party,  jurors  must 
necessarily  inquire  of  all  mattere  outside  of   their  couuty 
that  are  pertinent  to  those  within. 

The  idea  in  question  probably  grew  out  of  the  long  since 
obsolete  rule  that  jurors  had  to  be  summoned  from  the  parish, 
vill  or  neighborhood  of  a  crime,  on  account  of  their  knowl- 
edge of  the  facts,  of  the  parties,  and  witnesses.  Indeed, 
they  were  summoned  more  as  witnesses  than  as  impartial 
judges,  and  this  was  a  reason  why  they  could  not  notice 
events  which  had  transpired  in  other  counties.  The  modern 
theory  of  the  grand  jury  is  the  reverse  of  all  this.  It  re- 
quires that  body  to  be  unbiassed  and  to  inquire  by  the  testi- 
mony of  witnesses,  and  that  inquiry  has  no  territorial  limit 
narrower  than  the  exigencies  of  the  case. 

This  reason  is  set  out  in  the  preamble  of  the  statute  2  and 
8  Edw.  VI,  to  which  Coke  refers.  That  recites  that  "  whereas 
it  often  happeiieth  and  cometh  in  sundry  counties  of  this 
realm,  that  a  man  feloniously  stricken  in  one  county,  and  after 
dieth  in  another  county,  in  which  case  it  hath  not  been 
founden  by  the  laws  or  customs  of  this  realm,  that  any  suffi- 
cient indictment  thereof  can  be  taken  in  any  of  the  said  two 
counties ;  for  that,  by  the  custon  of  this  realm,  the  jurors. 
of  the  county  where  such  party  died  of  such  stroke,  can 
take  no  knowledge  of  such  stroke,  being  in  a  foreign  county, 
although  the  same  two  counties  and  places  adjoin  very  near 
together.  Ne  the  jurors  of  the  county  where  the  stroke  was 
given,  cannot  take  knowledge  of  the  death  in  another  county, 
although  such  death  most  apparently  came  of  the  sam^ 
stroke.  So  that  the  King's  Majesty,  within  his  own  realni> 
cannot;  by  any  laws  yet  made  or  known,  punish  such  mar- 
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rers  or  manquellors  for  ofiensea  in  this  form  committed 
I  done  ; "  and  then  the  statute  proceeds  to  enact : 

That  where  a  person  feloniously  stricken  or  poisoned  in 

I  county  shall  die  of  the  same  in  another,  an  indictment 
reof,  found  by  the  jurors  of  the  county  tohere  the  death 

II  happeti     *     *     •     shall  be  as  good  and  eifectual  as  if 
1  stroke  or  poisoning  had  been  committed  in  that  county." 

The  statute  does  not  prohibit  an  indictment  in  the  county 

ere  the  blow  was  given,  but  authorizes  it  where  the  death 

urs. 

The  enacting  part  would  simply  justify  the  inference  that 

indictment  could  not  previously  have  been  had  in  the 

mty  where  the  death  occurred,  but  would  rather  lead  us 

)  to  infer  otherwise  as  to  the  county  where  the  blow  was 

en. 

*he  preamble,  however,  does  recite  that  it  has  not  been 

id  that  any  sufficient  indictment  can  be  taken  in  either 

:he  counties. 

his  preamble  is  not  an  enactment,  nor  is  it  a  declaratory 

ute,  intended  to  establish  the  meaning  and  interpretation 

existing  laws.     It  is  simply  a  declaration  of  the  reasons, 

ch  may  be  well  or  ill  founded,  for  the  enactment  which 

DW8.     Still  less  is  it  a  judicial  exposition  of  the  law. 

ays  Dwarris,  in  his  work  on  Statutes,  p.  503  : 

A  preamble  is  not  only  not  essential  and  often  omitted, 
it  IS,  strictly  speaking,  loithout  force  in  a  legislative  sense, 
3g  but  a  guide  to,  and  not  the  vehicle  of  the  import  of 
statute.  (6  Mad.,  62,  144.)  And  to  what  is  it  properly 
uide  ;  to  the  meaning  of  the  enactment?  No ;  but  to 
intentions  of  the  franier,  which  is  only  the  fii'st  stage  on 
road  in  the  construction  of  statutes." 

^gain,  p.  506 : 

•'I  use  the  preamble,'  says  Wigram,  V.  C,  in  Salkeld  vs. 
inson,  1  Hare,  207,  'only  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining 
at  the  cases  are  to  which  the  act  was  intended  to  apply.' 
in  Fellows  vs.  Clery,  Patteson,  J.,  said  the  preamble  of 
act  may  be  legitimately  used  to  ascertain  and  find  the  sub- 
l-matter  to  which  the  enacting  part  is  to  be  applied,  and 
3n  in  some  cases  to  control  and  cut  down  the  enacting 
"t.  *  *  *  Such  is  the  whole  extent  of  the  influence 
the  title  and  preamble.  Barrington  has  shown  in  his  ob- 
vations  on  the  statutes,  by  many  instances,  that  a  statute 
quently  recites  that  which  is  not  the  real  occasion  of  the 
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law,  or  states  that  doubts  existed  as  to  law,  when,  in  fact, 
none  were  entertained.  The  most  common  recital  for  the 
introduction  of  any  new  regulation  has  been  to  set  fortJi 
that  doubts  have  arisen  at  the  common  law.  Freqaentlj 
these  alleged  doubts  never  existed  at  all,  and  such  preambles 
are  supposed,  therefore,  to  have  much  weakened  the  force  df 
the  common  law  in  several  instances." 

Sedgwick  on  Statute  and  Constitutional  Law  repeats  the 
views  of  Dwarris. 

As  this  preamble,  then,  has  neither  the  force  of  legislation 
nor  the  weight  of  judicial  decision,  we  need  not  feel  ham- 
pered by  it  as  authority,  but  are  at  liberty  to  inquire  from 
other  sources  what  was  the  common  law  on  this  subject. 

Long  after  this  date  we  find  Sir  Matthew  Hale  writiug 
that  "  at  common  law,  if  a  man  had  been  stricken  in  one 
county,  and  died  in  another,  it  was  doubtful  whether  he  were 
indictable  or  triable  in  either^  but  the  more  common  opirdonwai 
that  he  might  be  indicted  where  the  stroke  was  ffioen,  for  the 
death  is  but  a  consequent  and  might  be  found  though  in 
another  county,  9  E.  IV,  48  ;  7  H.  VII,  8  ;  and  if  the  party 
died  in  another  county,  the  body  was  removed  into  the 
county  where  the  stroke  was  given  for  the  coroner  to  take 
an  inquest  super  visum  corporis,'^  &c. 

Still  later,  we  find  Sergeant  Hawkins  (P.  C,  8th  ed.,p. 
94)  writing,  "  It  is  said  by  some  that  the  death  of  one  who 
died  in  one  county  of  a  wound  given  in  another  was  not 
indictable  at  all,  because  the  offense  was  not  complete  in  either ^ 
and  the  jury  could  only  inquire  of  what  happened  in  their  om 
county.  But  it  hath  been  holden  by  others  that  if  the  corpse 
were  carried  into  the  county  where  the  stroke  was  given 
the  whole  might  be  inquired  of  by  a  jury  of  the  same 
county." 

And  nearly  ninety  years  later  still,  viz.,  in  1806,  East 
(Crown  Law,  v.  1,  p.  361)  writes  : 

"  Where  the  stroke  and  death  are  in  different  counties,  u 
was  doubtful  at  common  law  whether  the  oflEender  coald  be 
tried  at  all,  the  offense  not  being  complete  in  either,  though 
the  n^0Te  common  opinion  was  that  he  might  be  indicted 
where  the  stroke  was  given,  for  that  alone  is  the  act  of  the 

J^arty;  and  the  death  is  but  a  consequence  and  might  be 
bund,  though  in  another  county,  and  the  body  was  removed 
into  the  county  where  the  stroke  was  given." 

And  Starkie,  in  1828  (1  Crim.  Plead.,  p.  4,  note),  8aj;8, 
that  the  difficulty  of  inquiring  by  the  jury  into  the  death  in 
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other  county  was  frequently  avoided  by  carrying  the  dead 
dy  back  into  the  coanty  where  the  blow  was  struck,  and 
ere  a  jury  might  inquire  both  of  the  stroke  and  the  death. 
These  extracts  show  that  the  supposed  rule  which  excluded 
grand  jury  of  one  county  from  inquiring  into  what  had 
inspired  in  another  was  a  mere  technicality  and  of  no 
rce.  It  was  evaded  by  a  device  which  did  not  change  the 
ct  that  the  death  had  happened  in  another  county,  and 
t,  allowed  the  jury  to  inquire  into  it  ;  and,  in  fact,  it  had 
en' held  in  the  reign  of  Henry  VII,  in  a  case  in  the  Year 
Doks,  in  7  Hen.  VII,  8,  where  no  such  device  as  the 
Knoval  of  the  body  was  resorted  to,  that  an  indictment 
bich  laid  the  blow  in  Middlesex  and  the  death  in  Essex 
^  good,  because  the  striking  is  tlie  principal  act,  and  they 
ho  can  take  notice  of  the  principal  can  take  notice  of  the 
^ath,  as  accessory,  though  in  another  county  ;  though  it  is 
oe,  however,  that  there  was  a  dissenting  opinion.  Tre- 
aile,  J.,  said  :  "It  seems  that  it  is  not  material  where  he 
ed,  for  the  striking  is  the  principal  point,  but  it  requires 
tath,  otherwise  it  is  not  felony  ;  but  whether  he  died  in 
e  place  or  another  is  not  material." 

It  is  inconceivable  that  the  formality  of  removing  the 
<ly  into  the  jurisdiction  where  the  wound  was  inflicted 
>uld  be  considered  necessarij  at  this  day  to  create  jurisdic- 
^n  there,  but  if  it  would  be,  it  is  sufficient  to  add  that  that 
ndition  is  fulfilled  in  the  present  case,  and  the  corpus 
lectiy  without  dispute,  is  proven  here. 
The  extracts  before  mentioned,  show,  further,  that  as 
irly  as  Sir  Matthew  Hale's  day,  the  distinction  was  per- 
iived  between  the  constituents  and  the  consequences  of  a 
irue,  and  we  have  his  high  authority  that  the  more  common 
)inion  favored  the  jurisdiction  in  the  county  where  the 
roke  was  given,  and  he  cites  the  case  in  the  Year  Books 
ready  mentioned. 

Seijeant  Hawkins  also  notes  this  as  the  opinion  of  some, 
id  Mr.  East  as  the  more  common  opinion. 

The  case  in  the  Year  Books  and  the  opinions  of  these 
minent  writers  may,  I  think,  be  taken  as  more  satisfactory 
eidence  of  the  common  law  than  the  preamble  of  the  Stat. 

and  8,  Edw.  VI,  and  the  commentary  of  Coke,  which  is 
vidently  based  upon  it. 

I  liave  thus  referred  to  the  case  of  a  wound  inflicted  in 
De  county  followed  bv  death  in  another,  because  the  reas- 
D8  affecting  jurisdiction  in  such  case  seemed  applicable  to 
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the  case  where  these  events  were  separated  by  the  line  of 
national  jurisdiction. 

In  neither  case^  was  there  any  decision  in  England  against 
the  jurisdiction  in  the  county  where  the  stroke  was  given^ 
and  in  the  case  where  the  death  occurred  abroad,  there  do 
not  seem  to  have  been  doubts  expressed.  It  seems  to  me 
that  in  both  cases  the  great  authority  of  Sir  Matthew  Hale 
would  have  been  cast  in  the  scale  in  favor  of  the  jurisdiction. 

Later  on,  we  find  Chief  Justice  Abbot  in  the  case  of  Rex 
vs.  Burdett,  an  indictment  for  libel,  decided  in  1821,  saying, 
in  reference  to  the  statute  of  2  and  3  Edw.  VI : 

^^  It  seems  somewhat  extraordinary  that  the  preamble  of 
this  part  of  the  statute  should  be  expressed  in  the  terms  in 
which  we  find  it,  because  Lord  Hale  mentions  the  point  as 
being  doubtful  at  common  law,  and  says  the  more  common 
opinion  was  that  the  party  might  be  indicted  where  the 
stroke  was  given,  and  in  the  same  page  there  is  a  reference 
to  Cole's  case,  Plowden,  401,  to  show  that  a  general  pardon 
whereby  all  misdemeanors  are  pardoned,  intervening  between 
the  mortal  stroke  and  the  death  of  the  party  stricken,  doth 
pardon  the  felony  consequentially,  because  the  act  that  is 
the  oflense  is  pardoned,  though  it  be  not  a  felony  until  the 
party  die." 

And  still  later,  in  1831,  we  have  the  case  of  Rex  w.  Har- 
grave,  6  Car.,  and  p.  170,  a  case  of  assault  in  the  parish  of 
All  Saints,  Poplar,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  followed  by 
death  in  the  county  of  Kent.  The  indictment  and  trial 
were  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  where  the  fatal  assault  was 
made.  An  objection  to  the  indictment  was  that  it  did  not 
charge  the  oflense  at  any  particular  place.  Mr.  Justice 
Patterson  said: 

'*  The  giving  of  the  blows  which  caused  the  death  consti- 
tutes the  felony.  The  languishing  alone,  which  is  not  any 
part  of  the  oflense,  is  laid  in  Kent;  the  indictment  states 
that  the  prisoners  were  then  and  there  present,  aiding  and 
abetting  in  the  commission  of  the  said  felony;  that  roust  of 
coarse  apply  to  the  parish  of  All  Saints,  Poplar,  where  the 
blows  which  constitute  the  felony  were  given,  and  the  words 
then  and  there  refer  with  suflicient  certainty  to  that  parish/* 

The  indictment  in  the  county  where  the  fatal  assault  was 
made  was  sustained.  It  must  be  very  evident  from  these 
citations  that  the  weight  of  authority  in  England  is  in  favor 
of  the  jurisdiction  at  the  place  where  the  fatal  injury  is 
inflicted. 
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In  this  country  the  authorities  are  divided. 

The  earliest  that  has  been  brought  to  my  attention  is  that 

U.  S.  vs.  Bladen,  1  Or.  C.  C.  R.,  548.  This  was  a  case  in 
e  old  circuit  court  of  this  District,  sitting  in  Alexandria 
unty,  and  of  course  administering  the  law  of  Virginia 
aich  was  in  force  there.  It  appeared  that  the  mortal  blow 
id  been  given  in  Alexandria,  and  the  death  resulting  from 

took  place  in  St.  Mary's  county,  Md.*  There  appears  to 
tve  been  little  discussion  of  the  question  of  jurisdiction, 
it  the  court  were  of  opinion  that  the  judgment  must  be 
r  the  prisoner,  the  oftense  not  being  complete  within  their 
risdiction. 

The  court  refer  for  authority,  to  Coke's  Institutes,  which 
ive  already  been  considered,  and  to  Heydon's  Case,  4  Coke, 
L,  and  Horn  vs.  Ogle,  4  Coke,  42, 

I  have  found  two  cases  in  Coke's  Reports,  under  the  title 
:'  Heydon's  Case,  which  are  both  civil  actions,  and  throw  no 
ght  upon  the  present  question,  and  have  been  unable  to 
nd  any  case  bearing  the  other  title. 

Subsequently,  in  1821,  the  case  of  Commonwealth  vs.  Lin- 
)D,  2  Virginia  Cases,  205,  was  decided.  In  that  case  the 
eceased  was  wounded  in  Virginia  and  died  in  Ohio.  In 
tiis,  too,  there  was  not  only  httle  or  rather  no  discussion, 
ut  the  Attorney-General  admitted  that  the  common  law  was, 
hat  where  a  man  was  stricken  in  England  and  died  in  a  for- 
ign  country,  or  where  a  blow  was  given  in  one  county  and 
he  pereon  died  in  another,  in  the  former  case  he  could  not 
e  tried  in  England  for  murder  (which  seems  to  have  been 
.  gratuitous  admission),  nor  in  the  latter,  could  he  be  tried 
n  either  county.  He  referred  to  Hawkins  and  Chitty  only, 
ind  the  court,  without  discussion,  adopted  his  view. 

In  the  case  of  United  States  i;5.  Rolla,  reported  unofficially 
n  2  American  Law  Journal,  188,  which  was  tried  in  Wash- 
ngton  in  1849,  Judge  Crawford  adopted  the  same  view;  but 
lere  too,  there  does  not  seem  to  have  been  any  discussion  of 
he  subject,  and  no  authority  is  cited  by  the  court.  The 
udge  probably  followed  the  cases  already  referred  to. 

In  two  of  the  United  States  circuit  courts,  in  the  cases 
U.  S.  vs.  McGill,  1  Wash  Cir.  Ct.,  468,  decided  in  1806,  and 
n.  8.  vs.  Armstrong,  2  Curtis  C.  C,  446,  it  was  held,  in  the 
iame  general  way,  that  a  murder  on  the  high  seas  was  not 
complete,  so  as  to  give  the  United  States  courts  jurisdiction 
o  try  it,  where  the  wound  was  given  at  sea,  but  the  death 
KK^urred  on  land. 
The  case  of  Stoughton  vs.  The  State,  13  Sm.  &  M.,  256, 
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has  been  supposed  to  be  adverse  to  the  jurisdiction  wh 
the  wound  is  inflicted,  if  the  death  occurs  elsewhere,  but 
is  not  so.    It  turns  entirely  on  the  statute  of  Mississip 
and  does  not  purport  to  settle  the  common  law  quest! 
Judge  Sharkey,  referring  to  the  statute  of  Edw.  VI,  sa; 


"Our  statute  was  passed  with  the  same  object.     ltd 
not,  it  is  true,  say  that  the  prisoner  shall  not  be  tried  in 
county  where  the  stroke  was  given,  and  if  it  could  besh 
clearly  that  he  was  triable  there  by  the  common  law,  perh^  ^ 
the  statute  might  be  regarded  as  giving  additional  powe^c*^ 
try  him  in  the  county  where  the  death   happened,  witl^^^^ 
interfering  with  the  jurisdiction  as  at  common  law.    Btxt^^ 
the  question  was,  to  say  the  least,  doubtful,  at  common  lajp 
the  statute  must  be  regarded   as   the   only  law   on  the  sub-' 
ject." 

If  the  fact  is  of  any  value,  it  may  be  remarked,  of  all 
these  cases,  that  they  lack  the  feature  present  in  this  case, 
of  the  return  of  the  body  of  the  victim  to  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  assault. 

The  question,  as  one  at  common  law,  arose  in  the  case  of 
Riley  vs.  State,  9  Humphreys,  656,  in  1849. 

It  was  objected  for  the  defense  that  there  was  no  evidence 
in  the  record  that  the  death  had  happened  in  Hender- 
son county,  where  he  was  indicted  which  was  indepensable 
to  give  the  court  jurisdiction  to  try  the  prisoner. 

The  court,  after  referring  to  a  statute  of  the  State,  passed 
in  1809,  says: 

"  But  that  act  provides  that  in  all  criminal  cases  the  trial 
shall  be  had  in  the  county  where  the  offense  may  have  been 
committed."  ♦  •  •  «  But  it  is  insisted  that  this  construc- 
tion only  restores  the  common  law  rule  and  involves  the  sub- 
ject before  us  in  all  the  uncertainty  that  existed  before  the 
statute  of  Edward,  and,  as  a  consequence,  if  the  stroke  be 
given  in  one  county  and  the  death  happen  in  another  the 
party  can  be  indicted  in  neither.  We  do  not  think  these 
consequences  follow.  In  the  first  place,  the  statute  of  Ed- 
ward was  enacted  to  remove  all  doubts  upon  the  subject,  be- 
cause different  opinions,  growing  out  of  the  refinements  of 
that  period  of  the  common  law,  had  been  expressed.  We 
find  no  decision  in  which  it  has  been  held  that  the  murderer, 
in  such  case  could  be  indicted  in  neither  county.  On  the 
contrary.  East  says  the  common  opinion  was  that  he  might 
be  indicted  where  the  stroke  was  given.    That  alone  is  the 
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Wkct  of  the  party.  He  commits,  this  act  and  the  death  is  only 
wt  conseqaence.  Therefore,  when  the  legislature  enact  that 
^he  party  shall  be  tried  in  the  county  where  the  offense  may 
liave  been  committed,  they  intended  where  the  active  agency 
<yf  the  perpetrator  was  employed.  We  think,  therefore,  that 
"the  trial  was  properly  had  in  the  county  of  Henderson,  where 
^he  stroke  was  given." 

1875.  In  the  case  of  Minnesota  vs.  Gessert,  21  Minn.,  869, 
it  appeared  that  the  defendant  was  indicted  for  murder  by 
:feloniou8ly  stabbing  the  deceased  in  Washington  county,  in 
that  State,  from  which  he  died  in  the  county  of  Pierce,  in 
l^isconsin.    The  indictment  was  demurred  to,  as  showing  a 
^want  of  jurisdiction.     Berry,  Justice,  on  the  question  of 
j  urisdiction,  said  :    "  It  is  for  bis  acts  that  the  defendant  is 
responsible.    They  constitute  his  offense.     The  place  where 
they  are  committed  must  be  the  place  where  his  offense  is 
<5ommitted,  and  therefore  the  place  where  he  should  be  in- 
dicted and  tried.     In  this  instance,  the  acts  with  which  the 
<iefendant  is  charged,  to  wit,  the  stabbing  and  wounding, 
-were  committed  in  Washington  county.    The  death  which 
^ensued  in  Pierce  county,  though  it  went  to  characterize  the 
acts  committed  in  Washington  county,  was  not  an  act  of 
the  defendant  committed  in  Wisconsin,  but  the  consequence 
of  the  acts  committed  in  Washington  county  against  the 
peace  and  dignity  of  the  State  of  Minnesota.    We  are  there- 
fore of  opinion  that  the  demurrer  should  be  overruled." 

So,  in  State  vs.  Bowen,  16  Kansas,  476,  it  was  objected 
that  the  information  below  was  insufficient,  because  it  omits 
to  allege  the  death  in  the  county  where  the  indictment  was 
found.     Brewer,  J.,  said,  after  reviewing  the  authorities  : 

"  It  seems  to  us,  without  pursuing  the  authorities  farther, 
rea^^onable  to  hold  that  as  the  only  act  which  the  defendant 
does  towards  causing  the  death  is  in  giving  the  fatal  blow, 
the  place  where  he  does  that  is  the  place  where  he  commits 
the  crime,  and  that  the  subsequent  wanderings  of  the  in- 
jured party,  uninfluenced  by  the  defendant,  do  not  give  an 
ambulatory  character  to  the  crime ;  at  least,  that  these 
movements  do  not,  unless  under  express  warrant  of  the 
statute,  change  the  place  of  the  offense,  and  that  while  it 
may  be  true  that  the  crime  is  not  completed  until  death,  yet 
that  the  death  simply  determines  the  character  of  the  crime 
committed  in  giving  the  blow  and  refers  back  and  qualifies 
the  blow." 

The  same  thing  has  recently  been  decided  in  the  State  of 
Alabama  in  the  case  of  James  D.  Green  vs.  The  State  of 
39 
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the  Supreme  Court  should  be  guided,  in  the  case  of  Fletcher 
vs.  Peck,  6  Or.,  87,  viz.: 

**  The  question  whether  a  law  be  void  for  its  repugnancy  to 
the  Constitution  is  at  all  times  a  question  of  much  delicacy, 
which  ought  seldom,  if  ever,  to  be  decided  in  the  affirmative, 
in  a  doubtful  case.  The  court,  when  impelled  by  duty  to 
render  such  a  judgment,  would  be  unworthy  of  its  station 
could  it  be  unmindful  of  the  solemn  obligations  which  that 
station  imposes.  But  it  is  not  on  slight  implication  and 
vague  conjecture  that  the  legislature  is  to  be  pronounced  as 
having  transcended  its  powers  and  its  acts  to  be  considered 
void.  The  opposition  between  the  Constitution  and  the  law 
should  be  such  that  the  judge  feels  a  clear  and  strong  convic- 
tion of  their  incompatibility  with  each  other." 

In  the  case  of  the  State  vs.  Pauleg,  12  Wis.,  599,  decided 

in  1860,  the  constitutionality  of  such  a  law  was  discussed, 

and  the  court,  after  referring  to  the  doubts  as  to  the  common 

law  and  the  ancient  statute  of  Edw.  VI,  say,  in  substance, 

that  the  constitutional  provision  could  not  have  been  intended 

"  to  restore  the  doubts  that  existed  at  common  law  as  to 

which  was  the  county  for  trial,"  but  "  the  rule  was  either 

stated  in  this  general  form,  upon  the  assumption  that  when 

it  came  to  be   applied  to  an  exceptional  case,  where  the 

oftense  was  committed  partly  in  two  counties,  it  would  be 

competent  for  the  legislative  power  to  provide  that  it  might 

be  prosecuted  in  one  or  in  either  of  them,  as  being  the  only 

possible  application  which  the  rule  could   have ;  or,  if  it 

intended  to  fix  imperatively  one  of  the  counties,  in  such  a  case, 

as  the   place  of  trial,  the  language  employed  can  only  be 

accounted  for  on  the  theory  that  it  was  assumed  by  the 

framers  that,  for  the  purposes  of  punishment,  it  had  long 

been  settled  that  the  county  where  the  death  happened  was 

to  be  deemed  the  one  where  the  oftense  was  committed." 

In  other  words,  the  Constitution  either  meant  to  leave  it  to 

the  legislature  to  provide  for  such  a  case,  or  they  assumed 

the  rule  to  have  been  long  settled  in  favor  of  the  county  of 

the  death.    It  is  obvious  that  this  is  not  a  direct  decision 

of  the  court  on  the  common  law  question  of  jurisdiction. 

The  court  was  composed  of  three  judges,  and  the  chief -justice 

dissented  from  the  opinion,  though  on  what  grounds  does 

not  appear. 

Another  case  is  that  of  Tyler  vs.  People,  8  Mich.,  820, 
decided  in  1860  also. 

The  accused  was  indicted  in  Saint  Clair  County,  Michi- 
gan^ for  manslaughter  committed  on  one  Henry  Jones.    It 
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appeared  that  the  fatal  wound  was  ^veD  on  the  river  Sunt 
<Jlair,  within  a  county  in  Canada,  and  the  death  ooconed  in 
Saint  Clair  County,  Michigan.  The  indictment  was  onder 
a  law  providing  that  in  case  of  wounding  or  poifioningoat 
of,  or  within  the  State,  by  means  whereof  death  sboold 
ensue  in  any  county  of  the  State,  the  offenae  nay  be  prose- 
cuted and  punished  in  the  county  where  the  death  m&y 
happen.  The  constitutionality  of  the  statute  was  denied, 
not  by  counsel,  but  by  one  of  the  court.  The  majority  of 
them  held  it  valid,  in  the  following  language,  viz.: 

^^  The  shooting  itself,  and  the  wound  which  was  its  imme- 
diate consequence,  did  not  constitute  the  offense  of  which 
the  prisoner  is  convicted.  Had  death  not  ensued,  be  would 
have  been  guilty  of  an  assault  and  battery,  not  murder,  and 
would  have  been  criminally  accountable  to  the  laws  of 
Canada  only.  But  the  consequences  of  the  shooting  ww 
not  confined  to  Canada  ;  they  followed  Jones  into  Michigan, 
where  they  continued  to  operate  until  the  crime  was  consum- 
mated in  bis  death.  If  such  a  killing  did  not  by  the  common 
law  constitute  murder  in  Michigan,  we  think  it  the  clear 
intent  of  the  statute  to  make  it  such,  to  the  same  extent  as  if 
the  wounding  and  the  death  had  both  occurred  in  the  State." 

This  is  the  whole  of  it,  and  it  amounts  to  no  more  than 
this,  viz.,  that  the  legislature  meant  to  make  a  death  in  the 
State,  unlawfully  caused  any  where,  murder  in  the  place  where 
the  death  occurs.  It  does  not  touch  the  common  law  ques- 
tion of  Jurisdiction. 

But  Justice  Campbell  dissented  in  a  very  able  opinion,  in 
which  he  maintained  that,  inasmuch  as  the  statute  merely 
prescribes  the  place  of  prosecution  and  punishment,  bat  pre- 
scribes no  punishment,  it  is  necessary  to  look  elsewhere  for 
the  punishment ;  that  whether  the  offense  described  shall  be 
punished  as  murder  depends  on  the  question  whether  it  is 
murder  at  common  law,  and  independently  of  the  statute. 
He  then  maintains  that  murder,  as  an  offense  against  the 
Crown,  required  that  both  slayer  and  slain  should  be  under 
the  King's  peace  and  owe  him  allegiance,  and  that  the  term 
cannot  apply  to  a  homicide  committed  out  of  the  realm  by 
one  foreigner  upon  another,  which  was  virtually  this  case. 
He  then  further  combats  the  idea  that  the  place  of  death  is 
the  place  of  the  offense,  and,  referring  to  the  statutes  of  6 
Edward,  says : 

"  This  statute  originated  the  practice  of  indicting  at  the 
place  of  death,  and  an  idea  has  hence  sometimes  gained  cur- 
rency that  the  place  of  death  was  the  place  of  the  offense. 


Appendix.  681 

an  idea  which  the  language  used  is  not  at  all  calculated  to 
convey,  and  which  is  inconsistent  with  various  rules  to  which 
I  shall  refer,  in  addition  to  that  that  has  already  been  men- 
tioned." 

And,  further  on,  he  adds: 

"  The  doctrine  of  constructive  presence  has  no  applicability 
to  such  a  case  as  this.  All  that  it  amounts  to  is.  that  the 
crime  shall  be  regarded  as  committed  where  the  injurious 
act  is  done.  A  wounding  must  of  course  be  done  where  there 
is  a  person  wounded,  and  the  criminal  act  is  the  force  against 
his  person.  That  is,  the  immediate  act  of  the  assailant, 
whether  he  strikes  with  a  sword  or  shoots  a  gun,  and  he  may 
very  reasonably  be  held  present  where  his  forcible  act 
becomes  operative.  And  the  suffering  which  the  wounded 
man  subsequently  undergoes  is  not  an  act,  but  a  mere  conse- 
quence ;  a  distinction  which  is  real  and  essential,  and  cannot 
be  disregarded.  •  •  •  There  is  but  one  guilty  act,  which 
censists  of  the  blow  or  wounding,  inflicted  with  malicious 
intent,  and  the  suffering  and  death  are  both  merely  effects 
of  that  one  act." 

He  cites,  with  approval,  the  passages  in  Hale  and  East  re- 
ferred to  by  me.  He  is  arguing  that  a  murder  is  not  com- 
mitted at  the  place  of  the  death,  when  that  is  a  different 
county  or  State  from  that  of  the  wound,  and  incidentally 
maintains  the  opposite  proposition,  that  its  locality  is  the 
place  where  the  guilty  act  is  performed. 

The  case  ot  Commonwealth  vs.  Macloon  et  al.,  101  Mass., 
1,  was  that  of  an  indictment  in  Suffolk  county  in  Massachu- 
setts, for  having  inflicted  wounds  on  the  high  seas  on  one 
Hooper,  from  which  he  subsequently  died  in  said  Suffolk 
county.  The  indictment  was  under  a  statute  of  February, 
1790,  providing  for  prosecuting  and  punishing,  in  such  case 
in  the  county  where  the  death  happens. 

The  report  of  this  case  does  not  show  distinctly  that  the 
constitutionality  of  this  law  was  brought  in  question  by 
counsel,  but  that  would  seem  to  be  indicated  by  the  tenor  of 
the  argument  used  by  the  court. 

The  declaration  of  rights,  in  the  constitution  of  the  State, 
ears  (Art.  18)  that  in  criminal  prosecutions  ^^  the  verification 
01  facts  in  the  vicinity  where  they  happen  is  one  of  the 
greatest  securities  of  the  life,  liberty  and  property  of  the 
citizen,"  and  the  conclusion  reached  by  the  court  (p.  16)  is, 
that  a  law  which  has  been  kept  on  the  statute  book  for  such 
a  length  of  time  by  repeated  enactments  is  not  to  be  lightly 
declared  invalid  for  exceeding  the  legislative  power. 
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Mr.  Justice  Gray  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  sus- 
taining the  validity  of  the  law  in  question,  with  great  learn- 
ing and  ingenuity.  A  considerable  part  of  his  argument  is 
founded  upon  the  supposed  analogies  furnished  by  cases  in 
which  a  crime  done  in  one  county  or  State  is  held  to  be  con- 
tinued or  perpetuated  in  another.  He  cites,  for  illustration, 
the  case  of  bringing  stolen  goods  from  one  county  into 
another,  in  which  it  has  been  held,  from  an  early  period, 
that  the  unlawful  carrying  in  the  second  county  is  deemed 
a  continuance  of  the  unlawful  taking,  so  that  all  the  elements 
of  larceny  exist  in  the  second ;  also,  the  case  of  a  nuisance 
erected  in  a  river  or  stream  in  one  county  in  which  case  the 
party  oftending  is  liable  civillv  and  criminally  in  any  other 
county  where  it  injures  another's  land  ;  also,  the  case  of  a 
libel  published  in  one  State,  in  a  newspaper  which  circulates 
in  another,  in  which  case  the  offender  may  be  indicted  in 
the  latter.  And  he  argues  that  in  like  manner  the  mortal 
blow  continues  in  operation  wherever  the  victim  is  carried, 
and  the  crime  is  pei'petuated  there. 

This  train  of  reasoning  is  sufficient  for  the  purpose  of  th 
learned  judge,  to  wit,  to  vindicate  the  validity  of  a  law  pun — 
ishing  at  the  place  of  the  death,  but  it  does  not  affect  th 
question  now  under  discussion.     The  illustrations  referred 
were  of  cases  in  which  the  oftense  was  complete  in  the  county 
where  it  was  begun,  as  in  the  case  ot^  larceny,  libel  or  nuisanc^^ 
and  might  be  punished  there,  but  the  argument  is,  simplj^  ^y 
that  they  are  repeated  or  continued  elsewhere  and  might  hc::^  5^ 
punished  there  also.     But  this  does  not  militate  against  thz^^^he 
jurisdiction  of  the  original  county  or  State  ;  it  simply  asser-!:^:  ^g 
an  additional  jurisdiction.     It  does  not  aitect  the  prese*^  ^sot 
question.     It  leaves  untouched  the  question  of  jurisdictia^  jon 
in  the  State  or  county  where  the  mortal  blow  is  inflicto^fc^. 
It  simply  asserts  that  that  blow  is  virtually  repeated  *^~    -inj 
continued  wherever  the  victim  goes  to  die  from  its  eftk^zzzjte. 

Other  illustrations  are  given  of  death  caused  by  a  man 
is  absent  from  the  place,  as  where  one  lets  loose  a  dange 
beast  which  runs  a  great  distance  and  kills  a  child  ;  wh 
one  shoots  from  another  jurisdiction  and  kills ;  where 
procures  poison  to  be  administered  by  an  innocent  agen 
a  third  person  ;  and  the  general  conclusion  is  that  where 
unlawfully  sets  the  means  of  death  in  motion,  he  is 
ffuilty  cause  of  death  at  the  time  and  place  at  which  his 
lawful  act  produced  its  fatal  result.     But,  in  these 
referred  to  for  illustration,  it  will   be  observed   that        the 
offending  party  has  injured  no  one  at  the  place  where  h^^is; 
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his  wrong  is  first  done  where  his  victim  sufiers.  It  is  not  a 
case  of  a  crime  begun  in  one  place  and  completed  in  another; 
it  is  wholly  done  where  it  takes  effect.  The  man  is  shot  in 
the  jurisdiction  where  the  bullet  strikes  him ;  the  child  is 
killed  where  he  is  run  over  ;  the  murder  by  poison  is  effected 
where  it  is  taken,  and  no  injury  is  done  in  any  other  than 
the  places  named.  In  the  present  case,  the  whole  injury  is 
done  in  the  place  of  the  shooting  and  the  effects  only  are 
developed  elsewhere.  It  is  by  the  course  of  reasoning  men- 
tioned, that  the  validity  of  a  statute  providing  for  punish- 
ment at  the  place  of  death  is  maintained.  And  this  is  all 
that  was  necessary  for  the  decision  of  that  case.  But  the 
learned  judge  was  confronted  with  the  argument  of  Mr.  Jus- 
tice Campbell,  in  his  dissenting  opinion  in  the  case  of  Tyler 
vs.  The  People,  8  Michigan,  and,  while  controverting  his 
opinion  that  the  trial  cannot  be  had  at  the  place  oi  the 
death^  does  express  dissent,  though  it  seems  to  me  not  very 
strongly,  (nor  was  it  necessary),  from  so  much  of  Judge 
Campbell's  opinion  as  favored  a  jurisdiction  at  the  place  of 
the  wounding. 

I  have  said,  at  the  outset,  that  the  analogy  may  not  be 
complete  between  the  law  of  time  and  that  of  place,  in  ref- 
erence to  this  crime,  and  that  while  in  point  of  time  the 
murder  may  not  be  complete  until  the  death,  it  does  not 
follow  that  it  is  to  be  deemed  completed  at  the  place  of  the 
death. 

As  far  as  the  rulings  of  the  courts,  as  to  time,  supply  us 
with  an  analogy,  they  fix  the  stroke  as  the  essence  of  the 
crime. 

Thus,  in  an  indictment  of  aiders  and  abettors,  where  the 
stroke  and  death  are  laid  on  different  days,  the  abetment  had 
to  be  laid  to  the  stroke  and  not  to  the  death.  (1  East  P. 
C.,851.) 

In  Cole's  case,  Plowden,  401,  Cole  was  indicted  for  the 
murder  of  Elizabeth  Pembroke,  who  was  wounded  on  the 
12th  of  February  and  died  on  the  18th  of  June.  He  pleaded 
an  intermediate  pardon,  by  act  of  parliament,  of  all  felonies, 
offenses,  injuries,  misdemeanors,  &c.  It  was  debated  whether 
the  pardon  discharged  him  or  not,  inasmuch  as  the  offense 
of  the  prisoner  was  not  felony  until  the  death,  and  the  act 
could  not  pardon  an  offense  not  committed.  But  the  justices 
agreed  that  the  pardon  discharged  him,  because  the  wound 
given  by  the  prisoner  was  the  cause  of  the  felony,  the  giving 
of  which  wound  was  an  offense  and  misdemeanor  against 
the  Queen,  and  that  being  pardoned  by  the  act,  and  by  that 
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all  the  consequences  that  followed  from  said  offense  are  also 
pardoned. 

So,  also,  the  relation  of  the  forfeiture  or  escheat  of  lands 
for  treason  or  felony  on  the  question  of  avoiding  mesne  in- 
cumbrances, is  to  the  time  of  committing  the  offense.  (1 
Hall  P.  C,  260.) 

Dame  Hale's  case,  Plowden,  258,  Ventris,  871,  &c.  These 
authorities  are  referred  to  in  some  of  the  cases  already  cited. 

A  similar  point  was  ruled  in  California,  in  the  case  of 
People  vs.  Gill,  6  Cal.  R.  Between  the  fatal  blow  proved  in 
that  case  and  the  death,  a  statute  was  passed,  requiring 
crimes,  previously  committed,  to  be  tried  according  to  the 
law  in  force  when  they  were  committed.  It  was  held  that 
the  death  must  be  referred  back  to  the  stroke,  so  as  to  make 
that  the  date  of  the  commission  of  the  offense. 

It  is  thus  seen,  that  the  weight  of  English  authority  is 
decidedly  in  favor  of  the  jurisdiction  in  the  place  where  the 
blow  was  struck,  and  that  in  this  country  there  is  a  strong 
array  of  authorities  looking  in  the  same  direction. 

In  this  condition  of  affairs,  I  feel  at  liberty  to  adopt  and 
announce  the  opinion  which  seems  most  to  conform  to  com- 
mon sense,  and  that  is  that  the  jurisdiction  is  complete 
where  the  fatal  wound  was  inflicted. 

As  it  follows  from  these  authorities  that  the  averment  of 
the  place  of  death  is  immaterial,  it  becomes  unnecessary  and 
improper  to  grant  the  thirteenth  instruction,  because  the 
oftense  charged  may  be  tried  and  a  convicion  might  follow 
under  those  counts  in  the  indictment  which  aver  the  death 
to  have  occurred  in  the  District  of  Columbia,  and  for  the 
reasons  that  I  have  already  assigned,  the  fourteenth  instruc- 
tion asked,  relating  to  jurisdiction,  will  have  to  be  denied] 
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When  Costs  of  Service  and  Fees  of  Witnesses  for  the- 
Defence  in  Criminal  Trials  shall  be  at  the  Expense  of  the^ 
Government. 

Ruining  of  Mb.  Justice  Cox  on  this  Question,  in  the  Case  of^ 

THE  United  States  v.  Guitbau. 


Section  839  R.  S.  D.  C.  providinfi'  that  ''  In  all  criminal  trials  the 
Supreme  Court,  or  the  Judge  trying  the  case,  may  allow  such  number 
of  witnesses  on  behalf  of  the  defendant  as  may  appear  necessary,  the 
fees  thereof,  with  the  costs  of  service,  to  be  paid  in  the  same  manner 
as  Government  witnesses  are  paid,"  is  not  in  conflict  with  the  Act 
of  1846,  and  it  is  also  doubtful  whether  the  latter  act  is  in  force  iiL 
this  District. 

An  application  is  made  to  the  court  to  pass  an  order  allow- 
ing fees  to  witnesses  residing  at  a  distance  of  more  than  one 
hundred  miles  from  Washington,  who  are  to  be  summoned 
For  the  defense,  together  with  the  costs  of  service.  It  is 
cnade  under  section  No.  839  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the^ 
District,  which  is  in  these  words,  viz.: 

"  In  all  criminal  trials  the  Supreme  Court,  or  the  judge- 
trying  the  case,  may  allow  such  number  of  witnesses  on 
behalf  of  the  defendant  as  may  appear  necessary,  the  fees, 
thereof,  with  the  costs  of  service,  to  be  paid  in  the  same* 
manner  as  Government  witnesses  are  paid." 

This  court,  as  I  learn  from  my  brethren  and  the  older 
practitioners  at  this  bar,  has  repeatedly  exercised  the  power 
which  is  now  invoked,  and  which  seems  to  be  clearly  con- 
veyed by  the  general  and  comprehensive  terms  of  the  stat- 
ute. The  doubt  which  I  have  felt  on  the  subject  grew  out 
of  the  ruling  of  the  Supreme  Court  in  the  case  of  Page  vs. 
Burnstine,  12  Otto.  By  an  act  of  1864  (June  22)  parties, 
to  suits  in  the  courts  of  this  District  were  rendered  compe- 
tent to  testify  upon  the  trial  of  their  own  cases  (with  excep- 
tions not  material  to  this  question).  By  an  act  of  1866^ 
applying  to  the  courts  of  the  United  States  generally,  and 
not  to  the  District,  this  privilege  was  denied  where  one  of 
the  parties  should  be  an  executor  or  administrator  as  to  any 
transaction  with  or  statement  by  the  deceased,  &c.  On  the- 
21st  of  February,  1871,  the  act  was  passed  establishing  a 
government  for  the  District  of  Columbia,  containing  thia 
section,  viz.: 

^^The  Constitution  and  all  laws  of  the  United  States^ 
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which  are  not  locally  inapplicable,  shall  have  the  same  fo^^^rce 
and  eftect  within  the  District  as  elsewhere  within  the  Uni^  -k:  ited 
States." 

In  the  case  of  Page  vs,  Burnstine,  the  Supreme  Court  h-M=*eld 
that  the  effect  of  the  last  mentioned  enactment  was  to  m^  -^ake 
the  act  of  1865,  before  mentioned,  a  part  of  the  law  of  ^        the 
District.    The  doubt  which  this  case  suggested  to  me  ^^^"-aivae, 
whether  this  same  provision  of  1871,  did  not  put  in  forcf=^e  in 
this  District  an  act  of  1846,  applying  to  the  United  Staa^aates 
courts  outside  of  the  District,  providing  that,  *'  whene  ^^sver 
any  person  indicted  in  a  court  of  the  United  States  ma^^^aJces 
affidavit  setting  forth  that  there  are  witnesses  whose  <        ^W- 
dence  is  material  to  his  defense  ;  that  he  cannot  safely  gc       )  to 
trial  without  them  ;  what  he  expects  to  prove  by  eacl        i  of 
them ;  that  they  are  within  the  district  in  which  the  cOMiwart 

is  held  or  within  one  hundred  miles  of  the  place  of  ti ial, 

&c.,  &c.,  &c.,  *  *  *  in  such  case  the  costs  incurred  by 
the  process  and  the  fees  of  witnesses  shall  be  paid  in  the 
same  manner  that  similar  costs  and  fees  are  paid  in  cas^^  of 
witnesses  subpoened  in  behalf  of  the  United  States ; "  ^^nd 
whether  this  law,  conferring  the  power  in  question  only —  aa 
to  witnesses  who  are  within  a  hundred  miles  of  the  pF 
of  trial,  did  not,  by  implication,  repeal  the  larger  power 
ferred  on  the  courts  of  this  District.  I  think,  however,  t 
I  can  perceive  differences  between  the  question  determi' 
in  the  case  cited  and  the  present  one.  The  restriction  u; 
the  party's  privilege  of  testifying  created  bj^  the  act  of  l( 
when  made  a  part  of  the  law  of  this  District,  being  iu< 
sistent  with  the  unqualified  privilege  which  before  prevai' 
necessarily  operated  a  repeal,  pro  tantOy  of  the  existing  L 
On  the  other  hand,  there  is  no  necessary  inconsistency 
tween  the  act  of  1846  in  the  general  statutes  and  the  ad 
1867,  passed  for  the  District  of  Columbia,  in  reference 
defendant's  witnesses.  The  act  of  1846  is  not  a  restrict:^-  ^^^ 
but  an  enabling  act,  and  so  is  the  other.  Two  acts  con'^^^r- 
ring  at  different  times  different  degrees  of  authority,  althoc:^^ 
the  more  limited  one  be  later  in  time,  are  not  necessa:*^^'^ 
conflicting.  They  are  not  so  in  terms.  If  they  are,  it  ra  twt 
be  because  of  implication  from  the  narrower  act  that  t^he 
larger  was  designed  to  be  modified.  This  implication  is  not 
a  necessary  one,  and  whether  it  is  a  proper  one  in  a  particu- 
lar case  must  depend  upon  its  circumstances.  If  the  act  of 
1846  had  been  enacted  anew,  singly  and  especially  for  the 
District,  inasmuch  as  the  court  of  the  District  already  pos- 
•sessed  a  larger  power,  it  would  be  a  natural  suggestion  that 
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«nch  an  act  would  be  UDnecessary,  unless  it  was  intended, 
by  implication,  to  curtail  the  powers  already  conferred.  But 
when  it  is  borne  in  mind  that  the  act  of  1871  was  a  sweep- 
ing clause^  embracing  all  possible  subjects,  and  there  is  no 
reason  to  suppose  that  any  special  attention  was  given  to 
this  particular  subject,  there  is  not  the  same  reason  for  hold- 
ing that  the  one  act  was  intended  to  repeal  the  other,  or 
that  the  existing  powers  of  this  court  were  intended  to  be 
curtailed.  And  there  is  a  reason  why  the  two  acts  may  con- 
sist together  and  operate  concurrently,  viz.,  that  they  pro- 
vide difterent  relief  for  different  contingencies.  In  the  case 
of  witnesses  within  a  hundred  miles,  the  court  is  not,  in 
terms,  clothed  with  discretion  as  to  the  number  of  wit- 
nesses for  the  defense  who  are  to  be  paid.  The  court,  on  the 
showing  made,  may  order  payment  for  the  witnesses.  This 
may,  perhaps,  be  held  obligatory ;  or,  if  not,  the  court  has 
simply  to  order  or  refuse.  But  under  the  general  power, 
conferred  without  limit  as  to  distance  by  the  act  of  1867, 
the  court  is  to  fix  the  number  of  witnesses  to  be  allowed  for 
the  defense  and  paid  by  the  CFnited  States.  I  do  not  think, 
therefore,  that  the  two  acts  are  inconsistent,  if  both  are  con- 
sidered in  force  here.  But  it  may  be  doubted  whether  the 
act  of  1846  is  to  be  considered  as  locally  applicable  here. 
The  term  district,  within  which  the  witnesses  must  be, 
means  undoubtedly  the  judical  district  of  the  Federal  judic- 
iary system,  whereas  the  District  of  Columbia  is  not  a  ju- 
dicial district  of  that  system.  It  is  unnecessary,  however, 
to  discuss  the  subject  more  at  length.  I  will  consider  at 
chambers  what  and  how  many  witnesses  ought  to  be  allowed 
for  the  defense  at  the  expense  of  the  Government. 
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Jurisdiction  of  the  Criminal  and  Police  Courts  of  the 
District  of  Columbia— Prosecutions  by  Information  and 
Indictment. 


Opinion  of  Mb.  Justice  Cox  Sustaining  thb  Motion  to  Rbboind 

THE  ObDER  giving  LEAVE  TO  FlLB  THE  INFORMATION  IN  THB 

CASE  OF  The  United  States  v.  Thomas  J.  Bbadt  bt  al., 
Deuvebed  in  the  Cbiminaij  Court  November  10,  1881. 


^^ 


1.  Infamous  crimes  and  misdemeanors  are.  In  the  meaning  of  Sectio 
1049  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  such  offent 
a?  are  punishable  with  imprisonment  in  the  penitentiary.  Crimea 
misdemeanors  not  infamous  cannot  be  so  punished. 

2.  A  prosecution  of  an  infamous  crime  or  misdemeanor  cannot,  in  the 
District  of  Columbia,  be  instituted  by  information.    It  must  be  b; 
indictment  in  the  Criminal  Court. 

3.  The  Police  Court  of  the  District  of  Columbia  has  original  and  ex---: 
elusive  jurisdiction  of  all  non-infamous  crimes  and  misdemeanors 
they  can  only  be  tried  in  the  Criminal  Court  on  appeal. 

statement. 

On  the  80th  September,  1881,  the  District  Attorney,  b 
leave  of  court  first  obtained,  filed  an  information  in  tb 
criminal  side  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  District  agains 
Thomas  J.  Bradj  and  others,  charging  a  conspiracy  to  defrani 
the  United  States.    The  information  was  barred  upon  th 
aflidavits  of  Thomas  L.  James,  Postmaster  General,  and 
H.   Woodward.     Bench  warrants  were    thereupon   issue 
against   the   defendants,  who  being    brought   into   cour* 
entered  recognizances  for  their  appearance.     Counsel  for  th 
defense  thereupon  filed  a  motion  to  rescind  the  order  givi 
leave  to  file  the  information,  and  the  hearing  of  the  motic 
having  been  set  for  the  8rd  of  November,  was  argued 
Messrs.  Bliss,  Brewster  and  Cook  for  the  Government,  ai 
Messrs.  Wilson,  Ingersoll,   Chandler  and  Totten  for  t 
defendants.    The  argument  lasted  six  days,  and  display 
in  the  language  of  the  court,  "  a  breadth  of  view,  a  dep 
of  research,  and  a  force  of  reasoning  on  both  sides  nev 
before  surpassed  in  this  court."    The  opinion  of  the  co 
sustaining  the  motion  and  rescinding  the  leave  given  to 
the  information  was  as  follows : 

This  case  has  been  heard  upon  a  motion  to  rescind  the 
der  permitting  the  information  to  be  filed.  The  reasons 
signed  for  the  motion  are  such  as,  it  is  insisted,  would  ha 
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revailed  against  the  application  for  leave  to  file,  in  the  first 
istance,  had  the  defendants  been  ottered- an  opportunity  to 
^sist  it.  I  have  listened  with  vast  pleasure  and  profit  to  the 
iscussion  of  this  motion.  Questions  of  deep  interest  have 
^en  treated  with  a  breadth  of  view,  a  depth  of  research 
nd  a  force  of  reasoning,  on  both  sides,  never  before  sur- 
passed in  this  court.  I  should  be  glad  indeed  to  do  justice  to 
his  discussion  in  the  only  way  in  which  it  can  fitly  be  done ; 
hat  is,  by  a  careful  review  of  all  the  positions  maintained 
md  combatted.  But  this  is  a  task  which  would  require 
nuch  time  and  labor,  whereas  the  view  which  I  take  of  the 
lase  dispenses  me  from  the  labor,  and  other  considerations 
iebar  me  from  the  pleasure  of  exploring  the  wide  field  cov- 
ered by  this  brilliant  debate.  The  reasons  which  must  con- 
:rol  my  judgment  in  determining  this  motion  lie  within  a 
larrow  compass. 

I  have  no  doubt  that  an  information,  although  in  the  re- 
iiote  past  it  was  used  as  an  instrument  of  oppression,  would, 
f  autnorised  by  Congress,  be  a  constitutional  and  lawful 
proceeding  for  the  prosecution  of  oifenses  of  the  grade  of 
misdemeanor  and  not  infamous;  and  the  practice  and  pre- 
cedents in  the  Federal  courts  seem  to  me  to  favor  such  a 
proceeding  as  legal,  without  express  enactment  authorizing 
t  in  cases  directly  affecting  the  public  service  ;  and  such  an 
nformation  in  the  Federal  courts  corresponds,  in  my  judg- 
nent,  to  that  class  of  informations  which  the  attorney-gen- 
ial in  England,  would  file  sua  sponte,  and  would  be  filed  in 
his  country  by  the  district  attorney.  Of  course  the  Fourth 
^.mendment  to  the  Constitution  imposes  the  salutary  re- 
itriction  that  no  warrant  shall  issue  except  upon  probable 
^ause  supported  by  oath  or  afiSirmation. 

I  am  also  well  satisfied  that  the  question  whether  an  of- 
fense is  infamous  was  determined  at  common  law  by  the 
character  of  the  offense,  and  not  by  the  punishment  afiixed 
to  it.  And  I  do  not  think  that  at  common  law  a  conspiracy 
was  an  infamous  offense,  unless  its  object  was  to  obstruct  or 
corrupt  the  course  of  public  justice.  We  have  nothing  to 
do,  of  course,  with  the  popular  sense  of  the  term  "  infamous/* 
but  only  with  its  technical  sense,  as  determined  by  the  de- 
cisions of  the  courts  or  the  enactment  of  statutes.  But 
whatever  views  I  might  entertain  on  these  subjects  must  be 
controlled  by  the  local  legislation  of  Congress ;  and  I  feel 
compelled  to  avoid  the  seductive  field  of  speculation  for  the 
narrower  task  of  interpreting  the  laws  which  Congress  has 
enacted  for  our  guidance  here. 
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The  fifth  article  of  the  Amendments  to  the  Constitution 
provides  that  no  person  shall  be  held  to  answer  for  a  capi'fcal 
or  otherwise  infamous  crime,  unless  on  a  presentment  or  ii]. 
dictment  by  a  grand  jury ;  except  in  cases  arising  in  fclie 
and  and  naval  forces,  etc.    Section  1040  of  the  Revisodl 
Statutes  of  the  District  of  Columbia  declares  that  the  police 
court  shall  have  original  and  exclusive  jurisdiction  of  all 
offenses  against  the  United  States  committed  in  the  District, 
not  deemed  capital  or  otherwise  infamous  crimes  ;  that  is  to 
say,  of  all  simple  assaults  and  batteries  and  all  other  misde- 
meanors not  punishable  by  imprisonment  in  the  penitentiaiy. 
These  two  enactments,  constitutional  and  legislative,  em- 
brace all  the  offenses  against  the  United  States  that  can  be 
committed  within  the  District  of  Columbia,  and  group  them 
into  two  classes,  viz.:  Those  which  are  capital  and  otherwise 
infamous  and  those  which  are  not  capital  or  otherwise  in- 
famous.   The  offense  charged  in  this  information  must  be 
in  one  category  or  the  other.    It  is  not  capital,  and  it  is  a 
misdemeanor,  but  it  must  be  either  infamous  or  not  in- 
famous.    If  the  former,  the  Constitution  requires  it  to  be 
tried  on  a  presentment  or  indictment  of  a  grand  jury.   If 
the  latter,  the  police  court  has  original  and  exclusive  cogni- 
zance of  it,  and  it  can  only  be  tried  here  upon  an  appeal 
from  that  court.     The  effect,  therefore,  of  establishing  that 
this  is  not  an  infamous  offense,  is  to  throw  it  into  the  po- 
lice court  for  trial  in  the  first  instance. 

It  has  been  suggested,  as  I  understand,  that  the  act  estab- 
lishing the  police  court  has  been  amended  so  as  to  cutoff  the 
exclusive  jurisdiction,  by  acts  of  February,  1877,  and  June 
22,  1874.  (See  Richardson's  Supplement,  pages  279  and 
85.)  The  latter  gives  the  Criminal  Court  jurisdiction  of  all 
crimes  and  misdemeanors  committed  in  said  District,  not 
lawfully  triable  in  any  other  court,  and  which  are  required 
by  law  to  be  prosecuted  by  indictment  or  information.  The 
other  amends  section  768  of  the  District  Revised  Statutes,  by 
giving  the  courts  of  the  District  cognizance  of  all  crimes  and 
offences  committed  within  the  District.  I  do  not  so  under- 
stand it.  The  Circuit  Court  of  the  District  of  Columbia, 
created  by  act  of  February  27, 1801,  was  invested  with  juris- 
diction to  try  all  crimes  and  offenses  committed  within  said 
District,  and  all  cases  in  equity  between  parties,  both  or 
either  of  which  should  be  resident,  or  be  found  within  the 
District  of  Columbia,  etc.,  and  said  court  and  the  judges 
thereof  were  to  have  all  the  powers  by  law  vested  in  the 
circuit  courts  and  the  judges  of   circuit   courts  of  the 
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United  States,  and  by  subsequent  legislation  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  District  succeeded  to  those  powers  and  this^ 
jurisdiction.  But  in  the  revision  of  1874,  by  a  singular  over- 
sight, the  Supreme  Court  of  the  District  was  given  only  the 
same  powere  and  jurisdiction  that  the  circuit  courts  of  the 
United  States  possessed.  This  limited  the  jurisdiction  to 
those  special  cases^  criminal  and  civil,  that  belonged  to  the 
judicial  power  of  the  United  States,  and  the  Supreme  Court 
of  the  District  and  the  criminal  court  were  thus  shorn  of 
all  their  local  jurisdiction  and  the  most  important  part  of 
their  powers.  Now,  it  was  intended  in  the  act  of  1877, 
simplj^  to  correct  this  error  and  to  place  the  courts  where 
they  were  before  the  revision,  and  not  to  disturb  the  distri- 
bution of  power  and  jurisdiction  among  them  as  it  then  ex- 
isted. There  is  nothing  in  the  act  inconsistent,  as  I  con- 
ceive, with  the  legislation  of  that  period.  The  object  of  the 
act  of  June  22, 1874, 1  do  not  understand.  But  as  it  gives 
to  the  criminal  court  jurisdiction  only  of  such  offenses  aa 
are  not  triable  in  other  courts,  I  do  not  perceive  how  it  can 
be  said  to  interfere  with  the  police  court. 

It  will  very  justly  strike  a  stranger  that  legislation  which 
leaves  an  oftense  of  the  gravity  of  this  to  be  tried  by  a 
court  created  only  for  the  summary  trial  of  petty  offenses 
against  peace  and  good  order  is  anomalous.  And  the  inquiry 
is  naturally  suggested,  how,  by  the  same  legislation,  the 
offense  is  classified  with  respect  to  the  distinction  between 
the  infamous  and  non-infamous  crimes.  It  has  been  cor- 
rectly said  that  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  em- 
ploys language  for  the  meaning  of  which  we  are  compelled 
to  resort  to  the  common  law.  The  writ  of  habeas  corpus^ 
trial  by  jury,  bills  of  attainder,  ex  post  facto  laws,  due  pro- 
cess of  law,  capital  and  infamous  crimes,  are  all  subjects  pro- 
vided for  in  the  Constitution,  but  of  which  it  contains  no 
definitions,  and  the  only  conception  we  have  of  them  is  de- 
rived from  the  common  law  standards.  When  the  Consti- 
tution provides  that  no  person  shall  be  held  to  answer  for  a 
capital  or  otherwise  infamous  crime,  unless  upon  a  present- 
ment or  indictment  of  a  grand  jury,  we  look  to  the  common 
law  for  definitions  of  the  terms  capital  and  infamous,  as  well 
as  for  an  understanding  of  the  proceeding  by  which  the 
offender  is  to  be  brought  to  justice.  From  that  source  we 
learn  that  a  capital  offense  is  any  offense,  no  matter  what, 
to  which  the  death  penalty  was  attached,  and  that  an  in- 
famous offense  was  any  to  which  it  was  an  incident  that  a 
conviction  of  the  offense  entailed  certain  personal  disabilities^ 
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:and  principally  a  disqualification  to  testify  as  a  witness  in  a 
<io\ivt  of  justice,  and  that  the  incident  applied  to  all  feloDies 
«nd  some  misdemeanors  ;  that  these  terms  did  not,  however, 
•denote  any  particular  crime,  but  only  indicated  classes  of 
offenses  to  which,  at  any  time,  by  law,  the  penalties  and  dis- 
abilities in  question  might  be  attached. 

But  it  cannot  be  successfully  maintained  that  the  consti- 
tutional amendment  in  question  had  special  reference  to  the 
particular  crimes  which  theretofore  had  been  known  at  com- 
mon law  as  capital  and  infamous,  and  intended  to  limit  its 
safeguards  to  those  offenses.  It  unquestionably  was  intended 
for  all  offenses  which  might  thereafter  be  made  capital  or 
infamous  by  the  legislation  of  Congress.  This  amendment 
referred  to  crimes  against  the  United  States  when  prose- 
•cuted  in  the  federal  courts.  But  there  was  no  common  law 
of  the  United  States,  and  consequently  there  was  no  com- 
mon law  crime  against  the  United  States.  There  could  be 
no  one  except  such  as  Congress  might  declare  and  create  by 
law.  The  whole  Federal  criminal  code  was  then  a  tbino;  of 
the  future,  and  this  was  the  subject  contemplated  in  this 
Amendment.  Congress,  in  establishing  a  criminal  code, 
•could  undoubtedly  make  an  offense  capital  which  was  not  so 
before,  and  in  such  case  could  there  be  a  doubt  of  the  right 
of  the  accused  to  invoke  the  constitutional  guaranty  ?  And 
if  Congress  should  choose  to  reduce  an  offense  before  known 
as  capital  to  a  misdemeanor,  free  from  the  taint  of  infamy, 
oould  there  be  a  doubt  of  its  exclusion  from  the  operation 
of  this  guaranty?  Or  could  there  be  a  question  of  the  right 
of  Congress  to  declare  infamous  an  offense  not  before  so 
characterized  ?     Clearly  not,  as  it  seems  to  me. 

Bearing  this  in  mind,  let  us  briefly  examine  such  of  the 
legislation  of  Congress  as  may  bear  on  this  subject.  In 
1834,  Congress  enacted  that  whenever  any  criminal  con- 
victed of  any  offense  against  the  United  States  shall  be  im- 
prisoned in  pursuance  of  such  conviction  or  of  the  sentence 
thereupon,  in  the  prison  or  penitentiary  of  any  State  or  Ter- 
ritory, such  criminal  shall,  m  all  respects,  be  subject  to  the 
same  discipline  and  treatment  as  convicts  sentenced  by  the 
courts  of  the  State  or  Territory  in  which  such  prison  or 
penitentiary  is  situated,  etc.  On  March  8, 1865,  a  law  was 
passed  providing  that  "  in  every  case  where  any  person  con- 
victed of  any  offense  against  the  United  States  shall  be 
sentenced  to  imprisonment  for  a  period  longer  than  one  year 
it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  court  by  which  the  sentence  is 
passed;  to  order  the  same  to  be  executed  in  any  State  prison 
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•r  penitentiary,  within  the  District  or  State  where  such  court 
3  held,  the  use  of  which  prison  or  penitentiary  is  allowed 
•y  the  legislature  of  such  State  for  such  purposes,"  and  this 
nactment  is  reproduced  in  section  5541  of  the  Revised 
Statutes,  except  that  the  words  "  State  jail "  are  substituted 
or  the  words  *'  State  prison." 

The  present  information  is  founded  upon  section  5440  of 
he  Revised  Statutes,  a  reproduction  of  an  act  of  March  2, 
867,  which  punishes  the  crime  described  in  the  information 
/ith  a  penalty  of  not  less  than  $1,000  and  not  more  than 
>1 0,000,  and  imprisonment  not  more  than  ten  years.  An 
.mendment  has  since  been  made  of  the  section  which  does 
lot  affect  the  present  question. 

It  may  be  punished,  then,  with  imprisonment  for  more 
han  one  year,  and  the  application  of  the  before-mentioned 
egislation  to  such  a  case  was  considered  by  the  Supreme 
Uourt  in  the  case  of  Ex  Parte  Karstendict,  3  Otto,  896. 
Jiirstendict  was  convicted  of  the  identical  offense  charged 
Lgainst  these  defendants,  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  District  of  Louisiana,  and  sentenced  to  sixteen 
nonths'  imprisonment  in  the  penitentiary  at  Moundsville,  in 
ihe  State  of  Western  Virginia.  He  applied  to  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  a  habeas  corpus,  and  one  of 
the  questions  raised  was  whether  he  could  be  senterced  to  a 
penitentiary  at  all.  The  court  holds  that  "  the  language  of 
statutes  is  certainly  sufficient  to  authorise  imprisonment  in 
a  penitentiary  at  the  discretion  of  the  court,  in  all  cases 
where  the  sentence  is  for  a  longer  term  than  one  year  ; " 
that  in  cases  where  the  statute  makes  hard  labor  a  part  of 
the  punishment  it  is  imperative  upon  the  court  to  include 
that  in  its  sentence  ;  but  where  the  statute  requires  impris- 
onment alone,  the  several  provisions  before  referred  to 
place  it  within  the  power  of  the  court,  at  its  discretion,  to 
order  execution  of  its  sentence  at  a  place  where  labor  is 
exacted  as  a  part  of  the  discipline  and  treatment  of  the 
institution,  or  not,  as  it  pleases.  Thus,  a  wider  range  of 
punishment  is  given,  and  the  courts  are  left  at  liberty  to 
graduate  their  sentgnces  so  as  to  meet  the  ever- varying  cir- 
cumstances of  the  cases  which  come  before  them.  If  the 
offense  is  flagrant,  the  penitentiary,  with  its  discipline  may 
be  called  into  requisition,  but  if  slight,  a  corresponding  pun- 
ishment may  be  inflicted  within  the  general  range  of  the 
law."  It  is,  therefore,  quite  apparent  that  the  offense  de- 
scribed in  this  information  may  be  punished,  or  in  other 
words,  is  punishable,  in  the  penitentiary. 
40 
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While  the  legislation  thus  referred  to  was  in  force,  Con- 
gress, on  the  17th  of  June,  1870,  passed  an  act  establishing 
the  Police  Court  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  which  is  re- 
produced in  sections  1041  to  1080  of  the  Revised  Statutes 
of  the  District  of  Columbia.  Section  1049  has  already 
been  referred  to.  It  gives  to  the  police  court  exclusive  ju- 
risdiction of  all  offenses  not  deemed  capital  or  otherwise  in- 
famous, without  exception.  It  impliedly  excludes  from  its 
jurisdiction  only  offenses  deemed  capital  or  otherwise  infa- 
mous. If  the  law  had  stopped  here  we  would  be  referred  to 
the  common  law  to  ascertain  the  jurisdiction  of  this  court. 
But  Congress  did  not  choose  to  leave  the  matter  thus  vague 
and  indefinite,  and  proceeded  to  indicate  what,  in  its  judg- 
ment, were  misdemeanors  not  to  be  deemed  infamous  in  this 
language,  to  wit :  "  That  is  to  say,  of  all  simple  assaults  and 
batteries  and  all  other  misdemeanors  not  punishable  by  im- 
prisonment in  the  penitentiary."  The  language  is  not  used 
by  way  of  illustration  merely,  a&  if  Congress  meant  to  hazard 
the  opinion  that  misdemeanors  dispunishable  in  the  peniten- 
tiary were  deemed  by  the  courts  non-infamous  crimes,  but  it 
is  the  very  enacting  clause  of  the  statute,  and  it  can  have 
no  significance  except  as  an  enactment  that  for  the  future 
these  offenses  shall  be  deemed  non-infamous. 

Thus,  all  non -infamous  misdemeaners  are  made  punishable 
in  the  police  court,  and  they  are  declared  to  be  such  as  are 
non-punishable  in  the  penitentiary.  Under  this  law  can 
there  be  a  non-infamous  misdemeanor  which  may  be  punished 
in  the  penitentiary  ?  Not  if  the  law  is  to  be  obeyed,  for 
by  its  very  terms,  all  non-infamous  misdemeanors  are  to  be 
tried  in  the  police  court,  and  yet  none  can  be  tried  there 
except  those  which  are  not  punishable,  viz.,  cannot  be  pun- 
ished, in  the  penitentiary.  As  clearly  as  language  can 
effect  it,  this  law  draws  the  line  between  non-infamous 
misdemeanors  and  other  offences  at  the  wall  of  the 
penitentiary.  It  does  not  in  terms  declare  all  others  whidi 
are  amenable  to  penitentiary  discipline  to  be  infamous,  but 
since  there  are  but  two  classes  of  crimes  with  reference  to 
this  question,  and  every  offense  known  must  belong  to  one 
or  the  other,  to  determine  the  limits  of  one  class  expressly 
is  to  fix  those  of  the  other  by  necessary  implication.  If  any- 
thing is  to  be  gathered,  then,  from  this  legislation  that  will 
determine  the  character  of  the  offence  now  charged,  the 
fact  that  it  may  be  punished  by  imprisonment  in  a  peniten- 
tiary would  seem  to  place  it  in  the  category  of  infamous 
crimes. 
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I  have  said  that  at  criminal  law  the  punishment  attached 
to  an  offense  did  not  deteriiaine  its  character  as  infamous  or 
not.  "We  know,  however,  from  history,  how  a  course  of  leg- 
islation may  establish  a  relation  between  the  penalty  and 
the  grade  of  an  offense.  Felonies  at  criminal  law,  were 
those  crimes  which  occasioned  forfeiture  of  lands  and  goods. 
Capital  punishment  did  not  determine  their  grade.  By  a 
senes  of  statutes  many  new  felonies  were  created  from  time 
to  time  with  the  death  penalty  attached,  until  that  became 
so  associated  with  the  idea  of  felony  that  whenever  judg- 
ment of  life  or  member  was  affixed  by  statute,  the  offense 
was  deemed  felonious,  though  not  so  termed  in  law.  In 
some  of  the  States  of  this  country  the  crimes  known  at 
common  law  as  felonies  are  so  generally  visited  with  peni- 
tentiary imprisonment  that  the  penalty  is  regarded  as  deter- 
mining the  grade  of  the  offense,  and  as  distinguishing  the 
felony  from  misdemeanor.  It  is  not  then  to  be  wondered  at 
that  legislation  should  classify  offenses  with  reference  to  the 
question  of  infamy,  according  to  the  punishment  prescribed 
for  them,  and  as  I  learn  from  the  closing  argument  in  this 
case,  this  is  the  rule  in  the  statutory  law  of  a  number  of 
States.  That  such  was  the  object  of  Congress  in  the  act 
establishing  our  police  court  has  impressed  itself  in  opr 
court,  sitting  in  General  Term  on  two  occasions.  In  the 
case  of  the  United  States  vs.  Cross,  1  Mac  Arthur,  149,  the 
view  taken  by  the  court  was  that  inasmuch  as  petit  larceny 
was  punishable  under  the  statute  bj'^  imprisonment  in  the 
jail  of  the  District  for  not  longer  than  six  months,  and, 
therefore,  not  by  imprisonment  in  the  penitentiary,  and  the 
act  establishing  the  police  court  had  given  it  jurisdiction  of 
offenses  not  infamous,  i.  e.,  of  misdemeanors  not  punishable 
in  the  penitentiary,  the  offense  of  petit  larceny  was  virtually 
reduced  from  an  infamous  felony  to  a  non-infamous  misde- 
meanor, and  the  power  of  Congress  to  do  this  was  asserted 
as  one  that  could  not  be  questioned.  And  in  the  case  of 
United  States  vs.  Buell,  ibid,  502,  which  was  a  prosecution 
for  libel,  three  of  the  judges  held  the  offense  to  be  an  in- 
famous one,  two  of  them  on  the  ground  that  it  might  be 
punished  by  imprisonment  for  more  than  a  year,  and,  there- 
fore, in  the  penitentiary,  which  placed  it  outside  of  the  ju- 
risdiction of  the  police  court  and  in  the  category  of  infamous 
crimes  which  could  only  be  tried  upon  presentment  or  in- 
dictment. 

It  seems  to  me,  therefore,  that  the  effect  of  the  legislation 
we   have  been  considering  is  to  classify  the  offense  here 
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charged  among  the  infamous  crimes,  and  thereby  to  secure 
the  defendants  from  prosecutions  for  it,  except  on  indictment. 

If  that  be  so,  of  course  the  information  never  could  have 
been  rightfully  filed      Leave  ought  to  have  been  refused, 
and  the  order  giving  leave  must  necessarily  be  rescinded,  ff 
an  information  could  have  been  filed  at  all  it  would  be  proper 
for  the  court  to  examine  the  oath  accompanying  it,  to  see 
whether  probable  cause  is  shown  and  whether  it  is  in  such 
form  as  to  justify  any  officer  in  issuing  warrants  for  the  per- 
sonal arrest  of  the  accused  parties.     I  conceive  it  to  be  not 
only  not  necessary,  but  of  doubtful  propriety,  that  I  should 
determine  anything  with  reference  to  the  oath  in  the  present 
case.     The  information  in   this  case  has  been  assailed  on 
various  grounds  affecting  its  merits.     It  is  claimed  that  it 
does  not  set  forth  an  indictable  oflrense,  because  the  facts 
alleged  were  within  the  official  discretion  of  the  principal  de- 
fendant, and  the  only  allowable  criminal  proceeding  as^ainst 
him  was  an  impeachment ;  and,  also,  because  the  only  fraud 
which  he  could  criminally  conspire  to  commit  would  be  one 
which  is  by  statute  made  criminal ;  and,  again,  it  is  claimed 
that  the  information  is  contradictory  and  the  crime  alleged 
impossible.    How  far  a  court  might  inquire  into  the  suffi- 
ciency of  an  information,  on  an  application  for  leave  to  file 
it,  is  probably  not  very  well  settled.     If  it  be  perfectly  ap- 
parent to  the  court,  on  inspection  that  no  punishable  ottense 
is  charged,  it  would  probably  be  the  duty  of  the  court  to 
refuse  to  allow  warrants  for  arrest  to  issue. 

If,  on  the  other  hand,  a  wrong  has  been  perpetrated  accord- 
ing to  the  showing  of  the  information,  but  debatable  ques- 
tions present  themselves  as  to  the  remedy,  such  as  have  been 
discussed  here,  it  would,  in  my  judgment,  be  proper  to  reserve 
them  for  a  demurrer  or  motion  in  arrest.  But  in  the  light 
of  what  has  already  been  said,  any  discussion  of  these  ques- 
tions by  me  would  be  gratuitous,  and  nothing  remains  for 
me  but  to  grant  the  motion  made  on  the  part  of  the  defend- 
ants, and  to  order  their  discharge. 
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CESSORY.    See  Accomplice^  3 ;  Murdsr,  4. 

COMPLICE. 

.  The  word  accomplice  signifies  in  law  a  ^*  guilty  associate  in  crime.'* 
United  Slates  y.  Neverson^  152. 

.  Whether  a  witness  is  an  accomplice  in  the  crime  charged  in  the 
indictment,  or  only  an  innocent  witness  of  the  transaction,  is  a 
question  to  be  decided  by  the  jury  from  the  evidence  in  the  case. 

.  If  a  party  was  present  at  a  murder,  but  took  no  part  in  it,  nor 
endeavored  to  prevent  it,  nor  appreliended  the  murderers,  but 
otherwise  was  not  concerned  in  its  commission,  and  was  not  aiding 
and  abetting  at  the  murder,  nor  ready  to  afford  assistance  if  neces- 
sary, such  presence  will  not  of  itself  render  him  efther  principal 
or  accessory  to  the  murder,  nor  an  accomplice  therein.    Id, 

.  Such  a  person,  if  believed  by  the  jury  to  have  been  merely  an  inno- 
cent witness  of  the  transaction,  stands  before  them  lilce  any  other 
witness  who  chances  to  have  seen  a  crime  committed.    Id, 

.  The  degree  of  credit  to  be  given  an  accomplice  is  a  matter  exclu- 
sively within  the  province  of  the  jury;  they  may,  if  they  see  fit, 
act  upon  his  evidence,  even  in  a  capital  case,  without  any  confirma- 
tion of  his  statements  ;  but  the  court  will  advise  that  they  should 
not  convict  upon  his  testimony  alone  and  without  corroboration. 
Id, 

;  Such  corroboration  need  not  extend  to  the  whole  testimony  of  wit- 
ness (since  if  this  were  so  it  would  not  be  necessary  to  call  him  at 
all),  but  must  relate  to  some  portion  of  his  testimony  which  is 
material  to  the  issue  of  the  prisoner's  guilt.  But  proof  that  he 
told  the  truth  in  relation  to  irrelevant  and  immaterial  matters, 
which  were  generally  known,  would  not  in  itself  be  suflScient 
corroboration,  nor  that  he  told  the  truth  in  stating  that  the 
deceased  was  knocked  down  and  killed  (that  fact  being  generally 
known).  The  corroboration  should  be  of  such  and  so  many  parts 
of  the  narrative  of  the  accomplice  as  may  reasonably  satisfy  the 
jury  that  he  is  telling  the  truth  without  restricting  the  confirma- 
tion to  any  particular  points,  the  effect  of  such  confirmation 
being  for  the  consideration  of  the  jury.    Id, 

',  Where  there  are  several  defendants  and  an  accomplice  testifies  to 
their  several  acts,  testimony  corroborating  him  as  to  one  or  two  of 
the  defendants,  is  not  necessarily  corroborative  as  to  the  others. 
Id. 

I.  Testimony  of  an  accomplice — ^the  ruling,  on  this  subject  in  United 
States  v.  Neverson,  considered.     Untied  States  y.  Bicksler^  341. 

;COUNTS.    See  Equity  Pleading  and  Practice^  3 ;  Payment, 

>MIRALTY. 

..  Payment  of  freight  cannot  be  exacted  of  the  consignee  until  there 
has  been  such  a  discharge  of  the  cargo  as  to  enable  him  to  asoer- 
tain  whether  the  goods  correspond  with  those  ordered.  Barker 
Bros,  y.  Schooner  JVrighty  24. 
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ADMIRALTY  {coniinued). 

2.  This  rule  will  not  be  modified  because  the  cargo  consists  of  loe,  and 

consequently  liable  to  diminish  by  melting  when  exposed  upon 
the  wharf  to  the  heat  of  the  sun.    Id. 

3.  There  is  nothing  in  the  delivery  of  the  goods  upon  the  wharf  before 

payment  of  freight  at  all  inconsistent  with  the  retention  by  the 

master  of  his  lien  for  the  freight.    Id,  ~^ 

4.  The  master  has  a  right  to  demand  pajrment  of  the  freight  before  the  ^^mn 

goods  are  taken  from  the  wharf,  if  such  remoTiil  interfere  with         -s^^ 
the  reasonable  enforcement  of  his  lien,  and,  if  the  cargo  be  too  ^^ 

large  to  be  landed  in  one  day,  he  may  require  a  pro  nda  payment 
as  regards  value  before  the  portion  first  landed  can  be  taken 
away.    Id, 

5.  As  a  consignee  is  under  no  obligation  to  receive  or  pay  for  goods 

differing  in  character  from  those  which  he  contracted  to  bay,  there 
can  be  no  duty  devolving  upon  him  to  pay  freight  for  the  carriage 
of  such  goods.    Id, 

6.  A  consignee  of  a  cargo  of  ice  cannot  refuse  to  pay  freight  for 

entire  cargo  as  orifi^nally  shipped,  because  part  of  It  has  1 
diminished  by  meltmg.    For  any  unusual  loss  or  diminution  h 
might  have  a  remedy  against  the  underwriter ;  but  since  the 
is  at  the  risk  of  the  consifi^ee  from  the  time  of  its  shipment 
the  mailing  of  the  bill  of  lading,  he  is  liable  to  pay  the  freii^it  oi 
the  entire  amount  shipped ;  his  right  to  inspect  the  goods  is  foi 
the  purpose  of  ascertaining  whether  they  are  of  the  cHmuter  an< 
description  ordered.    Id, 

7.  The  consignees  of  a  cargo  of  ice,  which  arrived  in  Washineton* 

C.,  in  the  middle  of  July,  wishing  to  inspect  the  cargo  before  pa^ 
ing  the  freight,  proposed  to  the  master  of  the  vessel  that  if  h» 
would  proceed  with  the  delivery  of  the  snoods,  they  would  pay  th. 
freight  pari  passu  ;  or.  if  he  preferred  it,  that  the  caigo  on  bein. 
landed  should  be  stored  in  a  convenient  ice  warehouse,  beloi 
to  the  consignees,  on  the  wharf.    The  master  refused  to  do  el 
but  demanded  payment  of  the  freight  in  full  before  the  caigo 
discharged.    This  the  consignees  refused,  and  in  consequence 
the  disagreement  the  ice  melted  away  in  the  hold  of  the 
Bdd^  That  neither  of  the  propositions  submitted  to  the  master  wonl 
if  accepted,  have  imperiled  his  lien  for  freight,  and  he  was  liar 
to  the  consignees  for  so  much  of  the  cargo  as  was  lost.    Id, 

8.  SembU^  That  a  provision  in  a  charter  party,  that  the  cargo  diall 

discharged  by  the  consipiee  with  the  assistance  of  the  crew,  so 
from  giving  a  stricter  right  to  the  master  to  demand  prepayme 
of  the  freight  may  have  rather  the  contrary  effect.    Id. 

ADVERSE  POSSESSION.    See  LtmUations,  Stattde  of^  1.  

1 .  Before  a  title  to  land  by  possession  alone  can  be  successfully  nuu     iL.     in- 

tained,  the  possession  must  be  shown  to  cover  the  full  perio^_  of 

twenty-one  years,  and  that  during  all  this  time  it  has  been  aeti^ al, 

adverse,  visible,  notorious,  exclusive  and  unbroken  with  elaiwh,  of 

title  against  the  world.    EbhinghausY,  Killian,  247.  

2.  Where  the  possession  of  a  party  is  under  and  in  privity  with  ^M^^^he 

estate  of  the  person  under  whom  such  party  claims,  there  can^  be 

no  adverse  possession  against  that  person.    Id, 

ALEXANDRIA  CANAL  &  BRIDGE  COMPANY.    SeeJwitdieiiotm  ^      ^ 
AMENDED  BILL.    See  Equity  PUading  and  Pradiee^  4. 
AMENDMENT.    See  LimUations,  Statutes  of,  11. 
ANSWER.    See  Equity  Pleading  and  Practice,  1,  2,  6,  7, 10. 
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PEAL.    See  Practice^  3. 

PEAL  BONDS.    See  Principal  and  Surety,  1. 

POINTMENT,  POWER  OF.    See  Marned  Women,  7 ;  Powers. 

BITRATION  AND  AWARD.    See  Jurisdidion,  1. 

.  Beference  of  a  cause,  by  the  court,  to  one  as  "  special  referee  "  with 
directions  to  take  and  return  the  testimony  adduced,  and  to  report 
all  the  material  facts  '^  with  his  conclusions  of  law  and  his  recom- 
mendations.'^ The  report  was  not  under  seal,  was  unaccompanied 
by  a  final  finding  and  professed  to  be  nothing  more  than  a 
"recommendation." 

Uld,  not  an  award  under  the  Maryland  act  of  1785  and  Rule  53  of  this 
court,  and  a  judgment  entered  thereon  reversed,  and  the  cause 
remanded  to  stand  before  the  court  as  it  did  before  the  reference. 
Strong  v,  Barbour,  209. 

»  An  award  ought  to  settle  finally  and  conclusively  the  whole  matter 
referred.  It  is  contrary  to  the  principles  of  a  general  reference 
that  the  court  should  talce  the  award  as  far  as  it  goes  and  supply 
all  omissions  by  its  decree.  The  award  ought  to  be  in  itself  a 
complete  adjustment  of  the  controversy  submitted  to  the  arbitra- 
tors.   Id, 

»  Where  a  court,  under  the  authority  of  law,  assents  to  a  reference 
of  a  case  to  an  arbitrator,  it  abdicates,  pro  hoc  vice,  its  own  judicial 
functions,  to  the  arbitrator ;  and  his  award,  if  conformable  to  the 
law  and  the  rules  regulating  the  subject,  is  taken  as  of  equal  force 
with  a  decision  of  a  competent  tribunal,  needing  only  the  formal 
ratification  of  the  court  to  stand  as  a  judgment  of  the  tribunal 
itself.  But  this  special  power  thus  confided  to  the  arbitrator,  must 
be  exercised  in  conformity  to  the  law  and  the  rules  of  court,  and 
on  these  conditions  alone  will  it  be  considered  as  an  equivalent  to 
the  finding  of  the  court  and  jury.    Id. 

,  A  party  cannot  be  deprived  of  the  right  to  have  his  case  passed 
upon  by  a  jury  unless  waived  by  a  regular  reference  to  arbitrators, 
and  its  equivalent  obtained  by  a  proper  final  award.    Id. 

ilGNMENT.    See  Jurisdiction,  1 ;  Landlord  and  Tenant,  6. 

.  A  deed  of  assignment,  after  making  preference  of  two  creditors  and 
providing  for  the  expenses  of  the  assignment,  directed  that  out  of 
the  residue  of  the  proceeds,  the  assignees  should  pay  pro  rata  the 
claims  of  such  of  his  other  creditors  as  should  agree  to  execute 
full  releases  to  him  of  their  claims,  and  that  the  pro  rata  share 
which  would  be  payable  to  any  creditor  who  might  refuse  to 
execute  such  release,  should  be  paid  over  to  the  grantor.  Upon 
a  bill  filed  against  the  assignor  and  assignees,  praying,  among 
other  things,  that  the  defendants  be  enjoined  from  carrying  the 
assignment  into  effect,  the  court  passed  an  order  as  foOows: 
"The  assignor  is  enjoined  as  prayed  in  the  bill,  and  the  other 
defendants  are  enjoined  as  assignees,  as  prayed  for,  excqft  as  here^ 
tnafUr  provided^  The  order  then  proceeded  to  constitute  the 
assignees  named  in  the  deed,  receivers  of  the  court,  and  directed 
t^em  to  take  possession  of  all  the  effects  of  the  assignor  referred 
to  in  the  assignment,  sell  them  and  bring  the  proceeds  into  the 
court,  the  concluding  sentence  of  the  order  being :  "  This  order 
is  without  prejudice  to  any  of  the  rights,  interests,  or  equities  of 
the  parties  or  of  the  said  creditors  of,  in  and  to  the  property 
aforesaid."  After  the  sale  of  the  goods  by  the  receivers  ai]fd  the 
ratification  thereof  by  the  court,  S.,  the  assignor,  made  a  second 
assignment  of  the  same  property  to  the  same  assignees  (now  the 
recdyers)  substantially  the  same  in  terms  as  the  first,  except  that 
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it  recognized  the  invalidity  of  the  clause  requiring  releases  and 
directed  the  distribution  of  the  property  equally  among  the 
creditors  after  the  payment  of  the  two  preferred  debts. 
Held,  That  the  clause  requiring  releases  rendered  the  first  assign- 
ment void,  and  that  the  second  assignment  having  been  made  to 
cure  this  defect  and  with  no  purpose  to  interfere  injuriously  with 
the  title  of  the  receivers  but  rather  to  ratify  and  confirm  it,  so  far 
from  being  in  contempt  of  the  existing  injunction,  was  rather  in 
aid  of  the  order  of  tlie  court,  since  the  informality  of  the  original 
assignment  might  be  supposed  to  affect  the  title  of  the  assignees 
and  impair  the  rights  of  purchasers.    Morrison  v.  Shuster,  IdO. 

2.  The  dismissal  of  a  Dili  filed  to  set  aside  an  assignment,  and,  after 

a  preliminary  injunction  obtained,  restraining  the  assignor  and 
assignees  from  carrying  the  assignment  into  efl'ect,  will  deprive 
any  party  of  the  right  to  insist  that  the  execution  of  a  second 
assignment  of  the  same  property  during  the  pendency  of  the  suit 
was  In  contempt  of  the  injunction.    Id, 

3.  The  mere  fact  of  a  lis  pendens  does  not  invalidate  an  assignment;  a 

debtor  pending  a  suit  may  assign  to  trustees  all  his  effects  for  the 
benefit  of  all  his  creditors  and  deliver  possession,  and  it  will  he 
valid.    Id. 

4.  Where  an  assignment  is  defective  a  second  assignment  may  be  made 

to  amend  Its  errori»,  but  It  Is  only  to  be  taken  as  a  curative  of  the 
defects  of  the  first,  and  not  as  establishing  any  additional  or 
further  priorities.  Hence,  provisions  Increasing  the  amounts  of 
preferred  claims  over  the  sums  named  In  the  first  deed  by  increas- 
ing the  rate  of  Interest  cannot  be  operative  against  the  statement 
of  the  same  preferred  claims  in  tlie  first  deed.  In  the  same  man- 
ner a  particular  statement  In  the  second  deed  as  to  the  percentage 
to  be  paid  to  the  assignees  for  commissions  cannot  be  operative 
against  a  general  provision  on  the  subject  in  the  first  deed,  the 
functions  of  the  second  deed  being  only  to  render  valid  and  effec- 
tive the  provision  of  the  first.    Id. 

5.  A  debtor  in  insolvent  circumstances,  by  assignment  of  his  estate  m 

trust  made  In  good  faith,  when  no  law  or  lien  prohibits,  maylaw^ 
fully  prefer  one  creditor  or  set  of  creditors  to  another.    Id, 

ASSIGNMENT  OF  DOWER.    See  Dower. 


ATTACHMENT.    See  Landlord  and  Tenant,  2,  4 ;  Pradtice,  6. 

ATTORNEY  AT  LAW. 
1.  When  an  attorney  at  law  obtains  a  judgment  in  the  capacity 
executor,  and  is  at  che  same  time  attorney  for  other  parties  in  a 
suit  against  the  same  defendant,  and  a  few  days  later  obtains  a 
judgment  for  them  also,  the  court.  In  applying  the  proceeds  of  an 
equity  of  redemption,  to  the  satisfaction  of  these  judgments,  will 
recognize  no  priority,  but  will  distribute  pari  passu.  Poole  8t  ^^^ 
V.  Bcdy,  460. 

ATTORNEYS'  FEES,  CONTRACTS  FOR.     See  Cantrad,  6;  Jviit- 
didion,  2. 

AWARD.    See  ArbUraiion  and  Award. 

BAILOR  AND  BAILEE.    See  Bona  Fide  Purchaser. 
1.  A  mere  bailee  for  hire,  though  in  possession,  cannot  give  title  to  a 
third  person.    Bridget  v.  Uomish,  29. 

BALTIMORE  AND  POTOMAC  RAILROAD.    See  InquisUimL 

BILL  XN  EQUITY.    See  EquUy  Pleading  and  Pradiee,  3,  6, 7,  8, 10,  H. 
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BILLS  OF  EXCEPTIONS.    See  Indictment,  1 ;  Practice,  1,  3. 

L  Plalntifts  having  rested  the  case,  the  court  instructed  the  jury  that, 
upon  the  whole  evidence,  their  verdict  should  be  for  the  defend- 
ant. To  which  instruction  the  plaintiff  reserved  an  exception, 
but  the  bills  of  exception,  which  were  made  part  of  each  other, 
did  not  state  in  terms  that  they  contained  the  *' whole  '♦  of  the 
evidence  admitted  at  the  trial.  There  was  a  statement,  however, 
that  **  after  the  evidence  had  been  given,  as  set  forth  in  the  fore- 
going bills,"  tlie  plaintiffs  rested  their  case. 

Held,  Thai  tiie  last  statement  may  be  accepted  as  equivalent  to  a  state- 
ment that  the  bills  contained  the  **  whole  "  of  the  evidence. 

EM,  also.  That  to  presume  that  other  evidence  was  g^ven  by  the 
plaintiff  would  be  to  presume  against  the  decision  of  the  court ; 
in  other  words,  that  error  had  been  committed,  which  is  not 
admissible.     Merrick  v.  Oiddings,  394. 

2.  The  same  bills  of  exception  described  the  evidence  only  as  '*  tend- 
ing to  show." 

Beld,  That  the  instruction  to  the  jury  to  find  for  the  defendant, 
answered  the  purpose  of  a  demurrer  to  the  evidence,  and  must  be 
tested  by  the  same  rule,  viz.,  that  a  demurrer  to  evidence  admits 
not  only  the  facts  stated  therein,  but  also  every  conclusion  which 
a  jury  might  fairly  and  reasonably  infer  therefrom.    Id. 

UILLS  OP  PARTICULARS.    See  Fromissory  Notes,  4. 

BOARD  OF  AUDIT.    See  Raiificaiion. 

BOARD  OF  PUBLIC  WORKS.    See  Contract,  1, 2, 3.    Raiificaiion,  2, 4. 

BONA  FIDE  PURCHASER.     S^e.  Recording  of  Deeds. 

1.  Where  there  is  a  lease  of  personal  property  and  delivery  of  pos- 

session to  the  lessee,  if  there  are  no  other  considerations  entering 
into  the  transfer,  tlie  lease  confers  no  sucli  right  as  will  protect  a 
bona  fide  purchase  from  the  lebsee.     Bridget  v.  Cornish,  29. 

2.  But  where  the  title  has  been  quabfiedly  passed  with  the  possession 

and  the  lien  of  the  vendor  Is  not  reserved  according  to  the  con- 
dition of  the  statute  requiring  a  written  instrument  of  encum- 
brance duly  recorded,  the  vendor  parts  with  the  possession  at  his 
peril,  and  if  an  equity  in  the  property  by  purchase,  concurring 
with  the  possession,  is  found  In  one  who  sells  In  open  market  to  a 
bona  fide  purchaser,  sucii  sale  carries  title.     Id, 

3.  M.  obtained  possession  of  a  buggy  and  harness  by  virtue  of  the  fol- 

lowing paper:  "This  is  to  certify  that  I  iiave  hired  of  J.  F, 
Bridget  a  buggy  and  harness  for  the  term  of  three  months  from 
date,  for  the  sum  of  $2«>  per  month,  together  with  a  cash  payment 
of  ^0,  making  in  all  $125.  The  said  Jolin  F.  Bridget  agreeing  at 
the  end  of  the  time  above  mentioned  to  give  me  the  privilege  of 
purciiaslng  the  above  named  buggy  and  harness  by  paying  an 
additional  sum  of  $125." 
Hdds  That  the  equity  of  the  property  passed  with  the  possession  to  M., 
and  that  a  subsequent  bona  fide  purchaser  in  open  market  for  full 
value  obtained  title.    Id, 

BUILDING  ASSOCIATIONS. 

1.  A  piece  of  ground  encumbered  with  a  deed  of  trust  to  secure  an 
indebtedness  to  a  building  association,  was  sold  at  public  auction, 
subject  to  the  trust.  The  secretary  of  the  association  acted  as 
auctioneer,  and  announced  that  the  indebtedness  to  the  associa- 
tion amounted  to  a  given  sum. 

Held,  That  as  between  the  purchaser  and  the  association  tlie  sum  so 
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mentioned  must  be  considered  as  the  real  indebtedness.    Bmldis^  ^ 
AssodtUion  v.  Hilton,  107. 

3.  The  fact  that  a  piece  of  property  is  purchased  subject  to  the  lien 
a  building  association  for  advances  to  a  stoclcholder,  which  li^»> 
the  purchaser  agrees  to  discharge  by  monthly  payments  equal  E: 
amount  to  that  agreed  to  be  paid  by  the  stockholder,  does  n»  m 
entitle  the  association  to  credit  these  monthly  payments  in  tT^ 
same  manner  that  mi^ht  have  been  done  had  they  been  made  IH^ 
the  stockholder.  Such  a  purchaser  is  to  be  chargeable  only  wi*  ^M 
the  purchase  money  and  six  per  cent,  interest  until  paid.    Id, 

3.  F.,  a  stockholder  in  a  building  association,  borrowed  a  sum  of  mon^> 
from  the  association,  his  wife,  and  the  co-heirs  with  her  of  a  pi( 
of  land,  joining  in  a  deed  of  trust  pledging  the  land  to  secure  t 
loan.    4iterwards  the  association  undertook  to  foreclose  the  trt 
for  an  alleged  default.    Upon  a  bill  filed  by  the  grantors 
restrain  the  sale  and  to  compel  the  association  to  allow  cert^^i 
credits  in  their  settlements  of  F.^s  accounts,  it  was 

BMy  That  whatever  might  be  the  proper  terms  of  settlement  betw^^ea 
F.  and  the  association,  the  grantors  were  not  bound  thereb^^/f 
those  terms  were  in  opposition  to  the  provisions  of  the  deed     of 
trust;  that  they  stood  only  in  the  position  of  sureties  wlio  h^re 
agreed  to  answer  for  the  default  of  a  debtor ;  that  the  measure  of 
their  liability  was  to  be  determined  solely  by  the  terms  of   the 
instrument  creating  it,  and,  if  by  these  terms  the  proceeds  of  the 
sale  upon  default  made  are  to  be  applied  (after  the  payment  of 
expenses  and  trustees'  commissions)  to  the  satisfaction  of  so  much 
of  the  debt  secured  as  remains  due  after  deducting  therefrom  the 
value  of  F.'s  stock,  equity  will,  before  the  sale  and  for  the  purpose 
of  ascertaining  the  right  of  the  association  to  foreclose  the  trust, 
require  this  credit  to  be  made  upon  F.'*s  indebtedness,  altbou£ii 
as  between  F.  and  the  association  such  a  credit  might  not  be 
proper.     Forsyth  v.  Building  Association,  205. 

CABGO.    See  Admiralty. 

CASE,  CERTIFICATION  OF  TO  GENERAL  TERM.    See  Pradict, 
4 ;  Principal  and  Surety,  2. 

CERTIFICATES  OF  DRAWBACK. 

1.  The  certificates  of  drawback  issued  by  the  District  of  Oolambi^ 
under  the  act  of  Congress  of  June  19,  187:^,  to  #iolders  of  certlfl 
cates  of  indebtedness  for  Improvi'ment  assessments  do  not  bet 
interest.     Thompson  v.  The  JJintrict^  4U3. 

CERTIORARI.    See  Practice,  6 ;  Principal  and  Surety,  2. 
CHALLENGES  OF  JURORS.    See  Jury. 

CHATTEL  MORTGAGES. 

1.  A  duly  recorded  deed  of  trust  upon  merchandise  contained  a  c^ 
permitting  the  grantor  ^'  to  retain  possession  of  and  use  th( 
goods,"  &c. 

Held,  That  if  this  language  were  to  be  interpreted  as  permitth 
grantor  to  continue  the  business  of  selling  and  disposing 
goods,  it  would,  as  to  creditors,  be   a  serious  objection 
validity  of  the  deed ;  but  construed  with  the  clause  giv} 
trustee  the  power  to  take  immediate  possession  if  the 
were  found  removing  them,  it  is  to  be  taken  as  merely  r 
that  the  grantor  is  to  take  care  of  and  use  the  property  si 
the  rights  of  the  trustee.    Smith  v.  Kenney,  12. 
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CHATTEL  MORTGAGES  (conUnveci), 

2.  The  same  deed  purported  to  secure  a  bona  fide  debt  evidenced  by 

four  promissory  notes  ;  the  last  note  represented  no  actual  indebt- 
edness on  the  part  of  the  maker,  but  was  given  with  the  private 
understanding  that  if,  in  case  of  foi-eclosure,  the  property'  realized 
the  face  of  tlie  four  notes,  tlien  the  amount  represented  by  this 
last  note  was  to  be  repaid  the  malter. 
Held^  That  tiiis  was  a  secret  contrivance  which  rendered  the  deed  void 
as  to  creditors.    Id, 

3.  A  deed  of  trust  given  upon  a  stock  of  goods  wliich  authorizes  the 

grantor  to  use  and  dispose  of  the  goods  at  his  own  discretion,  is 
void  as  against  creditors.     Fox  v.  Vacidson,  102. 

COINS  OF  UNITED  STATES.    See  Counterfeiting. 
CONFESSION  OF  JUDGMENT.    See  Principal  and  Surety,  1. 
CONGRESS  OF  UNITED  STATES.    See  Ratification,  2,  3,  4. 

CONSIDERATION.    See  Deed  ;  Interest ;  Principal  and  Surety,  2,  3. 

1.  If  A  is  under  a  legal  obligation  to  B  to  do  a  certain  act  for  B,  a 

promise  by  C,  a  third  part}',  to  A,  in  consideration  of  A's  per- 
formance of  tliat  act,  is  not  binding,  l)ecauKe  such  performance  of 
*  an  act  which  A  was  already  bound,  though  not  to  C,  to  do,  is  not 
a  valuable  consideration  for  C's  promise.    Merrick  v.  Giddings,  397. 

2.  When  it  is  claimed  tliat  a  promise  is  supported  by  a  past  considera- 

tion, it  must  be  shown,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  tiiat  the  promise  was 
made  in  respect  of  that  consideration.     LI. 

3.  Wtien  it  is  claimed  that  defendant's  promise  was  made  in  considera- 

tion of  past  services  rendered  by  tlie  plaintitTs  at  defendant's 
request,  it  must  appear  that  those  services  were  in  fact  rendered 
in  consequence  of  tlie  defendant's  request.     Id. 

4.  Where  a  tiling  previously  done  by  tlie  plaintifl's,  at  tlie  request  of 

I  he  defendant,  is  a  consideration  from  which  the  law  implies  a 
promise,  a  subsequent  express  promise,  based  upon  the  same  con- 
sideration, ditl'erent  from,  or  in  addition  to,  that  which  the  law 
implies,  is  hudum  pactum.     Id. 

5.  Where  A  promises  B  to  do  something  for  the  benefit  of  C,  B  may 

release  A  from  tliat  promise  at  any  time  before  C  makes  himself 
a  privy  to  it  by  adopting  B's  act  of  obtaining  the  promise.    Id. 

CONSIGNOR  AND  CONSIGNEE.     See  AdmiraUy. 
CONSTABLES.     See  Practice,  6;  RnpltHn,  2. 

CONSTRUCTION  OF  STATU  l^ES.     See  Limitation.^,  Sfa/ute.f  of,  2,  3. 

1.  Statutes  which  are  enacled  as  compromises  in  regard  to  matters  of 

taxation,  and  which  subject  the  municipality  to  obligations  which 
did  not  exist  before,  are  to  be  construed  so  that  these  new  obliga- 
tions shall  not  be  made  larger  than  the  strict  and  precise  terms  of 
the  statute  require.     Thomp/fon  v.  J^he  Pistrirt^  4C3. 

2.  Penal  statutes  are  to  be  construed  like  all  other  statutes,  according 

to  their  plain  and  sensible  meaning,  and  a  plain  and  sensible  pur- 
pose is  not  to  be  defeated  by  an  arbitrary  method  of  reading  its 
W(»rds.  'I'liH  words  are  to  be  so  construed  as  to  eflectuate  the 
intention  of  complete  protection  against  the  crime,  if  their  ordi- 
nary and  reasonable  meaning  permit  such  construction.  Uinted 
States  V.  Guiteav^  408. 

CONTRACT.  See  AdmiraJfy^  5;  Consideration;  Evidence,  V6',  Exfimp- 
iions  ;  Guaranty  :  M nried  Women^  1,  2,  3;  Principal  and  Surety., 
2,  3;  Ratfiration,  1,  2,  3,  4;  Receipt, 
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CONTRACT  (corUinue(f). 

1.  A  contract  entered  into  with  the  Board  of  Public  Works  in  resp-       ^^^ 

to  street  improvements  is  to  be  treated  as  a  contract  with  the  1  dis- 
trict Government.  {Following  Barnes'  Case,  91  U.  S^  540.)  Str^^^ng 
V.  District  of  Columbia^  265. 

2.  The  provisions  of  the  act  of  Congress,  February  21,  1S71,  wh         ich 

denied  to  the  Board  of  Public  Works  all  power  of  making  contra  cts 
to  bind  the  District,  except  in  pursuance  of  appropriations  msm  ide 
by  law  and  not  until  such  appropriations  shall  have  been  ma^^wle, 
and  declaring  tliat  all  such  unauthorized  contracts  or  agreeme^^aits 

shall  be  null  and  void,  and  forbidding  the  l^egislative  Assemblj to 

authonze  tlie  payment  of  any  claim  against  the  District  '^up^^Bon 
any  contract  or  agreement  made  without  express  authority  of 

law,"  were  witiiin  the  limits  of  Congn^ssional  legislation.    Id. 

3.  Consequently  a  contract  for  street  improvement  entered  into  w 

the  Board  of  Public  Works  at  a  time  when  there  was  no  antecedi 
appropriation  for  that  work  or  for  the  materials  furnished  um 
such  contract,  is  null  and  void,  and  inadmissible  in  evidence  for 
purpose  of  recovery  upon  it  notwithstanding  the  work  may  hj 
been  pei-formed  and  the  materials  furnished  in  conformity  witli 
terms.     Id, 

4.  A  ^aa/i/Mm  7wen/i7  caunot  be  sustained  for  the  recovery  of  rooi  ^mey 

claimed  to  be  due  for  work  done  under  a  void  contract,  paym  ^ent 
of  which  is  forbidden  by  law.     Id, 

6.  On  moving  into  his  place  of  business,  plaintiff  signed  tl»e  follow-  Ing 
agreement  with  defendant,  the  Wasiiington  Gaslight  ConipaFiy; 
**  We,  whose  names  are  liereunto  subscribed,  agree  to  talie   ^as 
from  the  Washington  Gaslight  Company  upon  the  condition  that 
the  company  reserves  to  itself  the  right  to  refuse  to  furnish  (n-  at 
any  time  to  discontinue  gas  to  any  premises  the  owner  or  occupant 
of  whicli  sliall  be  indebted  to  the  company  for  gas  or  fittings  used 
upon  such  premises  or  elsewhere." 

Eeld^  That  this  contract  related  only  to  future  delinquencies,  and  th.it 
defendant  was  liable  in  damages  for  cutting  oft'  plaintifl'  's  supply 
of  gas  because  of  non-payment  of  an  old  bill  for  gas  furnislifd 
before  the  signing  of  this  contract  and  at  another  place.  iM>yd  v. 
Gcutliyht  Co.,'d'6\. 

6.  If  A  promises  B  to  hold  and  not  to  pay  over  to  O  a  fund  belonging 
to  C,  until  certain  fees  due  to  B  from  C  shall  be  paid  out  of  it,  but 
does  pay  over  the  same  to  C  before  those  fees  are  paid;  and  B, 
knowing  that  fact,  makes  a  settlement  with  C,  giving  a  receipt 
releasing  C  from  furtlier  claim  : 

Held^  That  if  A's  promise  was  binding,  he  was  liable  only  for  such 
injury  as  B  migiit  sufl'er  by  reason  of  his  ronsequent  innbillty  to 
obtain  his  fees  from  C,  and  that  B's  settlement  and  release  of  C 
released  liis  right  of  action  against  A  for  injur}'  suffered  by  reason 
of  A's  turning  over  the  fund.     Merrick  v.  Giddings^  394. 

CORPORATION  LAWS.     See  Ecidence,  1. 

CORROBORATION  OF  ACCOMPLICE.    See  Accomplice,  5,  7. 

COSTS.     See  Practice,  7. 

COUNTERFEITING. 

1.  Sections  5457  and  545S  R.  S.  U.  S.  difTer  from  each  other,  both  in 

the  description  of  the  crimes  therein  denounced  and  as  to  their 
punishment.     United  States  v.  Bicksler,  341. 

2.  Under  Section  5457  Rev.  Stats.  U.  S.  the  offense  of  having  in  pos- 

session counterfeit  gold  or  silver  coins  is  not  complete  unless  the 
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UNTEKFEITING  {cofiUmiftl). 

accused  had  them  in  his  possef^pion  "knowing  the  same  to  be  false, 
forged,  or  counterfeired/'  But  tliere  ig  no  necessity  for  tlie  aver- 
ment or  proof  of  8ucii  scienter  under  Section  5456,  wliich  provides 
for  punisliing  ttie  having  in  possession  counterfeit  minor  coinage. 
Untied  StcUes  v.  Bivkder,  341 . 

.  The  accused  for  tlie  former  offense  may  be  imprisoned  to  the  extent 
of  ten  years,  wliile  the  limit  of  imprisonment  for  the  latter  ig  three 
years.  Therefore,  where  tiie  prisoner  is  indicted  and  found  guilty 
under  the  latter  section  (5458),  a  sentence  of  imprisonment  for 
eight  years  is  erroneous.     Id. 

.  Section  3515  K.  S.  U.  S.  establishes  certain  coins  to  which  it  affixes 
a  certain  de^ignation,  and  by  wiiich  alone  they  are  thereafter  to 
be  known.  They  are  "  minor  coins  ;  known  by  no  other  appel- 
lation ;  and  none  other  than  these  particular  coins  are  embraced 
in  thi^t  name ;  and  as  none  of  these  minor  coins  contain  silver, 
there  is  no  such  tiling  known  to  the  law  as  "minor  silver  coin- 
age."   Id. 

.  The  old  five  cent  pieces  are  not  "  minor  coins  "  within  the  meaning 
of  the  law.  'I'he  punishment  for  forging  them  must  be  sought 
under  the  section  punishing  the  coutiterfeftingof  silver  coins,  and 
not  under  the  section  relating  to  minor  coinage.  An  indictment, 
therefore,  which  charges  tiie  prisoner  with  counterfeiting  certain 
coins  "  in  the  resemblance  and  similitude  of  the  minor  silver  coinage 
which  has  been  coined  at  tlic  mints  of  the  United  States  called  a 
half-dime,"  is  contmdictory  and  sets  forth  an  offence  not  known 
to  the  law.    Id. 

.  Where  the  prisoner  is  ciiarged  with  having  in  his  possession  certain 
counterfeit  money  with  intent  to  defraud,  it  is  not  necessary  to 
give  tlie  name  of  tiie  person  to  be  defrauded,  the  averment  to 
defraud  "  a  certain  person  t'»  the  jurors  unknown,"  or  "whom- 
soever he  might  be  able  to  defraud,"  is  a  sufficient  description 
witiiin  the  terms  of  the  statute.  The  statute  does  not  require  that 
there  shall  have  been  a  consummation  of  the  fraud  by  the  actual 
passing  of  the  money.  The  offence  consists  of  having  it  in  'pos- 
session with  intent  to  defraud  Tlie  possession  alone  is  not  crimi- 
nal if  unaccompanied  with  the  intent.     Id. 

URI\  TERMS  OF.     See  Tarns  of  Court. 

EDIBILI  lY  OF  WITNESS.     See  Evidence,  3. 

EDITOR^S  BILL.     See  Equity,  2  ;  Equity  Pleading  and  Practice,  8. 

EDITORS,  PREFERENCE  OF.     See  Assignment,  1,  4,  6. 

IMES.     i^ee  A(  complice  :   Cousirmtion  of  Statutes;  Counterfeiting. 

IMINAL  LAW.     See  ^riV/e/ic^,  2,  7, 8,  9 ;  Indictment;  Jury  ;  Larceny. 

RTESY.  ESl'ATK  BY  TIIK.     ^ae.  Equity,  2. 

.  Tenancy  by  tlie  curtesy  initiate  is  an  estate  tlirown  upon  the  tenant 
by  operation  of  law,  and  he  cannot,  by  refusing  to  take  it.  prevent 
the  title  from  vesting  in  him  and  cause  it  to  remain  in  the  wife, 
nor  can  he,  by  disclaimer,  transfer  it  to  others ;  this  would  be  to 
make  a  disclaimer  a  deed,  wliich  it  Is  not,  the  object  of  a  deed 
being  to  transfer  property,  and  of  a  disclaimer  to  prevent  the 
transfer;  a  grantee  before  consent  can  disclaim,  and  so  may  a 
devisee  who  takes  by  grant,  but  an  heir  and  a  tenant  by  the 
curtesy  tiike  by  operation  of  law,  the  one  takes  immediately  upon 
the  death  of  the  ancestor,  and  the  other  on  the  birth  of  living  issue 
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and  neither,  by  disclaiming  the  estate,  can  prevent  it  from  vestl^  ^ng. 
Bank  v.  Hi/Zy  111. 
2.  Where  an  estate  by  the  curtesy  initiate  vested  in  the  husband  bef^'^ore 
the  passage  of  the  act  of  April  10, 1869,  sach  estate  is  liable  for  V  the 
husband's  debts,  whether  the  credit  was  given  before  or  after  flr  the 
passage  of  the  act.    Id, 

DAMAGES.    See  Contract,  5,6;  Equity,  5;    Inquisition,  1,  3,  6;  Mi^^^munC 
cipaliiies  ;  Practice,  2,  7. 
1.  A  party  is  not  entitled  to  recover  damages  for  the  depreciations — 7  qI 
his  property  in  consequence  of  the  laying  of  a  railroad  track,  if  r        ^^^ 
property  was  not  owned  by  him  at  the  time  the  track  was  li^^E=i/(/ 
The  owner  of  the  land  at  the  time  of  the  injury  can  alone  t^^^^^ 
advantage  of  a  claim  for  damages,  and  if  he  does  not  claim,  /^^ 

subsequent  vendee  cannot.     Dixoti  v.  Railroad  Co,,  78. 

DECREE.    See  Dower ;  Equity  Pleading  and  Practice^  3,  4 ;'  Paymen^^ 

DEEDS.    See  Assignment ;  Recording  of  Deeds. 
1.  It  is  not  permissible  to  show  a  consideration  different  in  kind  t  won 
that  mentioned  in  the  deed ;  but  if  the  true  consideration  was  cf/f. 
ferent  in  amount  it  may  be  shown.    Thus  where  the  deed  purports 
to  be  upon  a  money  consideration,  it  cannot  be  shown  that  roone/ 
did  not  constitute  the  consideration,  on  if  voluntary,  or  on  »  coo- 
sideration  of  marriage  or  the  like,  it  cannot  be  shown  that  it  was 
a  moneyed  one.    Bank  v.  Hiiz,  111. 

DEEDS  OF  TRUST.     See  Promissory  Notes,  1;  Building  AssodaUons; 
Chattel  Mortgages, 

DEMURRER.    See  Indictment,  I. 

DEMURRER  TO  EVIDENCE.    See  Bills  of  Exceptions,  2. 

DISCLAIMER.    Sie  Estate  by  the  Curtesy,  1 . 

DISCOVERY.     See  Equity  Pleading  and  Practice,  3,  4 ;  Payment, 

DISTRICT  OF  COLU^IBIA.    See,  among  numerous  other  headings, 
Certificates  of  Drawback  ;  Contract,  12  ;  Limitations,  Statutes  of,  3, 7. 

DOWER. 

1.  A  widow's  dower  before  assignment  cannot  be  sold  by  decree  of » 

court  of  equity  to  satisfy  an  indebtedness  due  from  the  widow  to 
the  heir,  growing  out  of  her  management  of  the  heir*8  estate  while 
acting  as  guardian  thereof,     ffayden  v.  Weser,  4o7. 

2.  The  costs  of  all  permanent  improvements  made  before  assign- 

ment of  dower  are  to  be  cliarged  to  tiie  heir  aud  not  to  the 
doweross.    Id, 

DRAWBACK,  CERTIFICATES  OF.    See  Cetiificates  of  Drawbad^. 

EJECTMENT.     See  Trust,  2,  3,  4. 

ENDORSOR  AND  ENDORSEE.    See  Promissory  Notes. 

EQUITY.  See  Assigrment,  1  ;  Jurisdiction.  1 ,  2,  4 ;  Payment ;  Pmters. 
1.  A  court  of  equity  may  direct  the  sale  of  the  interest  of  an  Inventor 
in  his  patent,  in  order  to  satisfy  a  judgment  obtained  against  him 
in  a  court  of  law  (the  writ  of  execution  having  been  returned  wlla 
bona);  and  for  that  purpose  will  require  the  patentee  to  make  so 
assignment  of  the  patent  as  provided  in  Section  4898  of  the  Revised 
Statutes  of  the  United  States,  and  in  the  event  of  the  refusal  of 
the  patentee  to  do  so,  will  appoint  a  trustee  with  authority  to 
execute  tlio  same,     Murray  v.  Ager,  87. 
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2,  A  wife's  equity  to  a  reasonable  provision  out  of  her  estate  against 
her  husband  and  his  creditors  attaches  only  to  such  of  her  property 
MS  the  husband  cannot  acquire  without  the  assistance  of  a  court  of 
equity.  If  the  husband  or  his  assignee  lias  already  reduced  the 
property  into  possession,  the  court  will  not  Interfere.  There  is 
.  no  recognized  principle  by  which  a  court  of  chancery  can  allow 
the  wife  a  provision  out  of  an  estate  by  the  curtesy  initiate  already 
vested  in  the  husband,  and  which  his  creditors  are  seeking  to  have 
applied  to  the  payment  of  his  debts.    Bank  v.  Hdz^  111. 

3.  Where  there  Is  an  appeal  board  authorized  and  required  to  sit  and 

hear  all  complaints  as  to  over-valuation  or  Impropriety  of  assess- 
ments and  to  revise  the  same,  and  its  action  is  declared  to  be  com- 
plete and  final,  persons  who  wilfully  neglect  to  avail  themselves 
of  the  opportunity  so  amply  afforded  them  cannot  expect  a  court 
of  equity,  after  long  delay,  to  relieve  them  from  the  consequences 
of  their  own  laches.  Especially  will  the  court  not  substitute  its 
own  judgment  for  that  of  the  tribunal  expressly  created  for  that 
purpose.    R,  R,  8r  Bridge  Co,  v.  District  of  Columbia^  217. 

4.  Courts  of  chancery  have  supervision  and  control  of  all  unincor- 

porated societies  or  associations.  With  respect  to  tliem  they  have 
the  power  of  prevention  of  acts  contrary  to  law  and  prejudicial  to 
the  Interests  of  the  community,  or  to  the  riglit«  of  individuals,  and 
can  afford  specific  relief  where  a  recovery  in  damages  would  be  an 
inadequate  remedy  for  the  wrong.    Ebbinghaus  v.  Killian^  247. 

5.  So,  where  by  reason  of  the  numbers  of  tlie  parties  and  the  cliaracter 

of  their  rights,  damages  are  unsuitable  as  a  means  of  redress, 
equity  will  apply  the  required  remedy.    Id, 

6.  In  a  controversy  over  a  trust  claimed  to  have  been  created  for 

religious  purposes,  chancery,  which  exercL-ies  jurisdiction  in  such 
cases  on  the  ground  of  trust,  must  give  effect  to  its  provisions,  if 
they  be  legal,  and  to  that  end  must  ascertain  and  determine  Its 
scope  and  object,  in  that  investigation  tlie  court  is  authorized  to 
•  resort  to  the  early  history  of  the  cliurch  as  contained  in  standard 
and  authentic  works  on  the  subject  prior  in  date  to  the  existence  of 
the  particular  controversy.    Id 

7.  Plaintiff  filed  his  bill  to  obtain  tlie  surrender  of  a  certificate  of  stock. 

He  alleged  that  tlie  defendant  obtained  it  from  him  with  the  under- 
standing that  It  was  to  be  used  for  the  purpose  of  exercising,  in  some 
way,  an  improper  influence  with  certain  otlicials  of  the  government 
to  inure  to  the  benefit  of  p'aintiff  and  defendant. 
Held^  That  on  plaintlfi'^sown  statement  equity  would  deny  him  relief. 
Jonen  V.  Warden^  476. 

:KQITITY  of  redemption,     see  Aiiomey^at^law. 

:e:QUITY  PLEADING  AND  PRACI'ICE.    See  Assignment,  1,  2. 

1,  A  positive  denial  in  the  answer  can  only  be  overcome  by  the  testi- 

mony of  two  witnesses,  or  of  one  witness  and  corroborating  circum- 
stance*.     Rick  v.  Neitzf/^  21, 

2.  When  the  only  witness  for  the  complainant  Is  himself,  his  testimony 

in  order  to  meet  the  positive  and  absolute  denial  of  the  defendant, 
should  be  vigorous,  strong  and  clear.     Id, 

3.  Where  there  is  a  dispute  in  regard  to  partnership  matters,  and  the 

parties  have  be^n  so  nejjligent  as  to  lose  the  evidence  of  the  part- 
nership, and  have  kept  their  accounts  in  so  confused  a  way  that  tlie 
court  cannot  see  what  decree  would  do  justice  between  them,  the 
bill  will  be  dismissed.    Id. 

4,  An  order  unappealed  from  upon  a  hearing  on  bill  and  answer  dis- 

charj^ing  a  prior  order  restraining  an  execution  sale  of  property  and 
directing  the  marshal  to  pay  certain  judgments  out  of  the  proceeds, 


608  Index. 
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is  not  examinable  on  the  hearing  of  an  appeal  from  a  decree  sub  ^cl.*8C- 
quently  made  upon  new  and  different  facts  raised  by  an  amencE^^  ^^^ 
and  supplemental  bill,  filed  by  leave  of  court,  when  rhe  leave  grai«r_-^^pt- 
ed  to  file  the  same  does  not  reserve  the  right  to  raise  any  questi*^  -»  ^ion 
as  to  the  propriety  of  the  order.     Gibson  v.  Gattiier,  35. 

5.  A  bill  which  prays  the  appointment  of  a  receiver  on  the  ground  ttiK  :Shat 

the  defendant  had  so  mixed  complainants*  goods  with  his  ovf,^^^  wn, 
that  it  would  be  extremely  difiScult  to  separate  them,  should  chai — ^  -^rge 
that  the  alleged  confusion  was  fraudulent  or  wrongful  in  order  t^t  to 
justify  the  interposition  of  the  court.    Morrison  v.  Shusier^  190. 

6.  The  bill  did  not  call  explicitly  for  answers  upon  oath,  it  pray  ^^.^:yed 

that  the  defendants  might  answer,  etc. 
Hdd^  not  equivalent  to  an  agreement  to  dispense  with  answers  uodE:^  der 
oath.    Id, 

7.  Where  an  answer  is  responsive  to  the  charges  of  the  bill  and  swei 

away  its  equity,  the  denials  of  the  answer  must  prevail,  and  t 
bill  will  be  dismissed,  unless  the  defendants*  statements  are 
tradicted  by  the  testimony  of  two  witnesses,  or  of  one  witn< 
with  pregnant  coiToborating  circumstances.    Id, 

8.  Under  a  prayer  for  general  relief  the  complainant  can  only  cla 

relief  of  the  same  general  nature  as  that  prayed  in  the  bill, 
too,  the  claims  under  the  general  relief  clause  must  be  consist^^^nc 
with  the  particular  relief  claimed,  nor  can  difi'erent  parts  of  tz^mh% 
bill  claim  relief  upon  principles  diametrically  opposite.    The —     re. 
fore  where  the  complainant  claims  upon  the  distinct  ground  i^^Miat 
he  is  not  a  creditor  of  the  defendant  and  is  denied  relief,  he  c««=3n. 
not,  under  the  prayer  for  general  relief,  claim  upon  the  hypoth^^s>«is 
that  he  is  a  creditor.    Id, 

9.  If  the  court  has  no  jurisdiction  when  the  bill  is  filed  (by  reasoi^    o/ 

the  complainants  not  being  judgment  creditors),  the  recovery  c^Ya 
judgment  afterAvards  cannot  be  set  up  by  a  supplemental  bill     m 
as  to  confer  the  jurisdiction  ;  the  t^upplemental  bill  falls  with  X,hc 
original.    Id, 

10.  Where  an  answer  to  a  bill  filed  for  a  discovery  contains  admissions 
in  favor  of  the  complainant,  they  have  the  force  of  testimony  fn 
his  favor.     li,  R.  Sf  Bridge  Co,  v.  District  of  Columbia^  217. 

11.  A  bill  in  the  nature  of  a  bill  of  interpleader  is  not  within  the  niJe 
applicable  to  bills  of  interi)leader  strictly  so  called,  viz..  that  they 
can  onl}'  be  maintained  where  the  plaintifi  claims  no  interest  in 
the  subject  matter,  for  in  many  cases  the  former  will  lie  by  a 
party  in  interest  to  ascertain  and  establish  his  own  rights  where 
there  are  other  complicating  rights  between  third  parties.  Ebbing' 
haus  V.  A'i7/ia/»,  247. 

ESTATE  BY  THE  CURTESY.    See  Curtesy,  Estate  by  the, 

ESTATES  OF  INHERITANCE.    See  Poufers. 

ESTAl-E,  PRIVITY  OF.     See  Prtcity  ofEstaie. 

ESTOPPEL.    See  Pnudpal  and  Surety,  2  ;  Receicer, 

EVIDENCE.    See  Accomplice;  Bills  of  Ezcq)tions,  1,  2;  Demurrer  Ut 

Evidence,  2  ;  Contract,  3 ;  Counterfeiting,  1 ;  Equity  Pleading  and 

Practice,  3,  7,  10;  Guaranty,  Insanity,  1,  2,  3;  Judgment ;  MW' 

der,  2,  3 ;  Practice,  8,  9 ;   Receipt, 

1.  It  is  error  to  admit  in  evidence  an  alleged  ordinance  of  thecorfiora- 

tion  of  Washington  without  further  proof  of  its  enactment,  than 

the  fact  of  finding  it  printed  in  a  publication  entitled,  *^  Laws  of 

the  Corporation  of  the  City  of  Washington,  passed  by  the  Sixty- 
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fifth  Council.  Printed  by  order  of  the  Council.  Washington. 
K.  A.  Waters,  printer,  1868/'  DiMrict  of  Columbia  v.  Johmon,  51 . 
J.  Tliere  is  no  particular  limit  as  to  the  time  anterior  to  the  homicide 
when  evidtMice  of  threats  made  by  the  defendant  against  the 
deceased  will  be  excluded.  The  judgment  of  the  court  on  such  a 
question  is  to  be  guided  by  tlie  circumstances  of  the  case.  United 
States  V.  Nev»rson^  152. 

3.  Where  the  credibility  o<  a  witness  Is  impeached  by  the  opposite 

party,  the  witness'  prior  declarations  may  be  given  in  evidence  to 
show  the  consistency  of  his  statements.    Id, 

4.  An  exception,  based  upon  the  court's  permitting  certain  questions 

to  be  asked  the  defendant,  and  requiring  their  answer,  will  be 
overruled  when  no  harm  appears  to  have  been  done  the  defendant 
by  the  answer.  Id, 
6.  Where  an  offer  of  proof  is  made  and  rejected,  the  party  complain- 
ing must  set  out  on  the  record  the  facts  which  he  proposed  to  prove 
in  order  that  the  court  may  see  whether  he  has  been  prejudiced 
by  the  rejection  of  his  oft'er.    Id, 

6.  Where,  on  crosH-examination,  a  witness  is  asked  a  question  not  col- 

lateral but  msiterial  to  the  issue,  the  answer  is  not  conclusive 
upon  the  party  asking  it,  and  he  may  offer  evidence  to  contradict 
it.    Id, 

7.  The  justice  tr3'infi:  the  case  below,  in  charging  the  jury,  read  to 

them  sec.  13  and  note  2  of  3  Greenleaf's  Evidence,  13th  ed.,  on 
the  subject  of  reasonable  doubt  and  presumption  of  innocence. 
The  court  in  general  term,  on  exceptions,  finds  no  error  in  this. 

8.  The  prisoner  is  entitled  to  the  presumption  of  having  sustained  a 

good  character  up  to  tlie  time  of  the  alleged  murder,  and  this  pre- 
sumption remains  in  his  favor,  unless  the  jury  shall  believe  from 
the  evidence  tliat  he  in  fact  was  not  entitled  to  such  reputation. 

9.  Evidence  of  good  character  oftered  in   behalf  of  a  prisoner,   if 

believed  by  the  jury,  should  be  duly  weighed  by  them  as  a  fact  in 
his  favor.  < 

10.  The  jury  are  the  exclusive  judges  of  the  weight  and  effect  of  the 
evidence,  and  they  may  believe  or  disbelieve  one  or  another  of  the 
witnesses  at  their  discretion. 

11.  As  stated  in  the  exception,  the  defendant's  offer  was  ^'to  prove 
that  the  defendant  company  teas  under  no  obligation  to  erect  bar- 
ricades." 

Held^  That,  as  so  stated,  this  was  simply  an  offer  to  establish  by  evi- 
dence before  the  jury  a  proposition  of  law  as  to  the  defendant's 
liability  and  was  properly  rejected.  Disirid  of  Columbia  v.  Rail- 
road Co,^  314. 

12.  Where  a  party  liable  over  has  been  duly  vouched  to  appear  and 
def(*nd  the  suit,  but  fails  to  do  so,  he  is  bound  by  the  facts  which 
must  have  been  found  by  the  jury  to  justify  their  verdict,  and  he 
will  not  be  permitted  to  show  the  contrary  in  an  action  over 
against  liim.    Id, 

13.  An  instrument  which  is  void  as  a  contract  may  be  used  as  evidence 
of  a  collateral  fact,  as,  for  example,  of  an  acknowledgment  of  a 
subsisting  indebtedness.     Thompnon  v.  Shepherd,  385. 

14.  Evidence  to  be  admissible  must  be  applicable  to  the  averments  of 
the  declaration.    Jnhuson  v.  District  of  Columbia,  427. 

15.  Testimony  by  the  defendant's  wife  (in  the  case  at  bar  a  divorced 
wife)  that  she  saw  no  indications  of  insanity  exhibited  by  him 
during  their  associations,  does  not  come  within  the  rule  which 
protects  the  privacy  and  confidence  of  the  marriage  relation. 
United  States  v.  Guiteau^  498. 

EXCEPTIONS,  BILLS  OF.    See  BilU  of  Exceptions, 
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EXECU  riON.    See  Afiornct/  at  Law  ;  EguUy,  1 ;    EguUy  Pleading 
Practice^  4 ;  Landlord  and  Tenant^  I,  2,  3,  4;  Pradice^  6 ;  iSai 
Execution  ;  Replevin, 

EXECUTORY  AGREEMENT.    %eQ  ExempfAom. 

EXEMPTIONS.    See  Practice,  6 ;  Replevin,  2. 
Section  797  of   the    Revised  Statutes  of  tlie   District  of  Colum 
exempting  certain  property  of  tlie  liead  of  a  family  or  househol 
from  execution,    rests    upon    public   policy.    The  statute  \^. 
intended  for  the  protection  and  preservation  of  the  family, 
withstanding  the  improvidence  of  its  head,  and  an  executory 
ment  to  waive  its  benefits  is  inoperative  and  void.     Waitings 
V.  Bennett,  503. 

EXPERT  WITNESS.    See  Insanity,  2. 
FORBEARANCE.     See  Ltteresi. 

FRAUD.    See  Eguity  Pleading  and  Practice,  6;  Landlord  and  TenanL^     j. 
Larceny ;  Replevin,  3. 
The  mere  silence  of  a  purchaser  as  to  his  financial  condition  at     tbe 
time  of  sales  made  to  him,  even  if  he  liad  then  known  himsei^^ 
have  been  insolvent,  is  not  sufficient  to  ^arrant  a  rescission  of    the 
sales  for  fraud ;  an  honest  though  abortive  purpose  to  continue 
bu.«iness  and  pay  for  goods  bought,  is  consistent  with  thevendecV 
knowledge  of  his  in^^olvency,  and  the  purchase  is  not  fraudulent 
when  made  with  such  intent,  tliough  founded  in  deluMon  and 
unreasonable  expectations ;  there  must  have  been  an  intent  not  u> 
pay  at  the  time  ojpnrchane*    Morrison  v.  Shuster,  190. 

FREIGHT.    SeeAdmiraUy. 

GOOD  CHARACTER,  PRESUMPTION  OF.    See  Evidenee,S,^. 

GUARANTY. 

1.  Plaintifi"  sued  defendant  as  guarantor,  declaring  on  a  paper  par- 
porting  to  be  the  guaranty  of  the  defendant,  and  described  it  a» 
bearing  date  November  13,  1874.  The  principal  contract  Iwre 
date  November  13,  1874,  and  was  signed  by  thn  principal  only;  at 
the  foot  thereof,  and  on  the  same  sheet  of  paper,  was  the  contract 
of  guaranty  signed  by  defendant  only;  it  bore  uo  date,  bat 
referred  in  its  terms  to  the  principal  contract ;  it  was  proven  by 
parol  evidence  that  both  contracts  were  signed  the  same  day. 

Hdd^  That  these  contracts  were  separate  instruments,  and  that  the 
guaranty  being  signed  by  a  different  party  did  not  take  its  date 
from  the  principal  contract ;  as  it  was  not  dated,  it,  therefore,  did 
not  conform  to  the  paper  described  in  the  declaration,  and  was 
not  admissible  in  evidence  to  prove  the  court  act  of  the  defendant. 
Phillips  V.  Smoot,  478. 

HEAD  OF  FAMILY.    See  Exemptions. 

HEIR.    See  Dower. 

HIRE,  CONTRACT  OF.    See  Bailor  and  Bailee. 

HOMICIDE.    See  Evidence,  2  ;  InsanUy,  4 ;  Murder. 

HUSBAND  AND  WIFE.    See  CuHesy,  Estate  by  the  ;  Equity^  2 ;  H^ 

dence,  15  ;  Married  Women,  3,  4,  5,  6. 

1.  The  rules  of  the  common  law  respecting  the  estate  in  the  lands  of 

Inheritance  of  the  wife  to  which  the  husband  becomes  entitled, 

were  in  force  in  the  District  of  Columbia,  prior  to  the  act  of  Aiiril 

10,  IStfO.    (R.  S.  D.  C,  727.)    Banky.mu,l\\. 
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2.  Where  the  raarria^  took  place  In  1856,  and  In  18C4,  the  wife,  by 

tht*  death  of  her  father,  becauio  entitled  to  an  estate  of  inherit- 
ance, there  liaving  been  lawful  issue  born  alive  and  capable  of 
inheriting  the  estate,  the  husband  has  an  estate  in  the  property 
as  tenant  by  the  curtesy  initiate,  and  It  may  be  seized  and  sold 
under  a  common  law  execution  for  the  payment  of  his  debts.    Id, 

3.  The  act  of  April  10, 1869,  has  not  a  n'troactive  effect  and  does  not 

where  the  marriage  was  contracted  before  the  passage  of  the  act, 
take  away  or  interfere  with  the  pre-existing  vested  rights  of  the 
husband  in  the  real  estate  of  his  wife.    Id, 

ICE.    See  Admiralty,  2,  6,  7. 

IGNORANCE  OF  THE  LAW.    See  Public  StaitUes,  Knowledge. 

IMPROVEMENT  ASSESSMENTS.    See  CaiificaUs  of  Drawback. 

INDICTMENT.     See  Counterfeiting;  Murder. 

1.  Although  there  has  been  no  demurrer  interposed  or  motion  to  quash 

the  indictment,  this  court  is  nevertheless  at  liberty  to  pass  upon 
defects  in  the  indictment,  upon  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  on  excep- 
tions to  the  rulings  of  the  court  below. 

2.  The  reversing  of  the  judgment  of  the  court  below,  because  of  the 

insufficiency  of  tlie  indictment,  does  not  exonerate  the  prisoner 
from  being  tried  upon  a  good  indictment,  the  first  trial  being  sim- 
ply wiiat  is  known  as  a  mistrial.     United  States  v.  Bicksler^  341. 

INJUNCTION.    See  Assignment,  1 ;  Jurisdiction,  4;  Payment* 
INNOCENCE,  PRESUMPTION  OF.    See  Evidence,  7. 
INQUISITIONS.    See  Damages,  1. 

1.  The  inquisition  provided  for  by  the  act  of  Congress  of  May  21,1872, 

granting  the  B.  &  P.  R.  H.  Co  ,  the  right  to  lay  its  tracks  along 
8ixth  street  in  tlie  city  of  Washiugton,  was  for  a  different  purpose 
from  that  specified  in  the  act  of  February  5,  1867,  authorizing  the 
extension  of  a  lateral  branch  of  that  road  into  the  District  of 
Columbia.  Tliat  of  the  act  of  1867  applied  to  cases  where  the 
company  desired  to  locate  its  road  over  any  land  within  the  Dis- 
trict, and  in  the  event  of  a  failure  to  obtain  the  assent  of  the 
owner  for  any  of  tlie  reasons  set  forth  In  the  act,  the  company 
was  to  make  application  to  a  justice  of  the  peace  for  the  county 
of  Washington,  who  thereupon  was  to  issue  his  warrant  to  the 
marshal  requiring  him  to  summon  a  jury  to  meet  on  the  land  and 
proceed  to  value  the  damages  which  the  owner  would  sustain  by 
its  use  or  occupation  by  the  company.  But  the  damages  to  be 
ascertained  under  the  authority  of  the  act  of  1872,  viz.,  *Hbe  ap- 
preciation or  depreciation  of  the  value  of  the  property  situated 
along  said  street,"  was  a  matter  not  provided  for  by  the  act  of 
1867,  and  although  the  act  of  1872  declared  that  the  amount  which 
the  company  should  pay  should  be  ascertained  In  the  manner  and 
form  as  provided  by  the  act  of  1867,  this  simply  referred  to  the 
inquisition  as  a  convenient  method  of  ascertaining  the  damage, 
and  did  not  mean  that  the  Inauguration  of  the  proceeding  was  to 
rest  only  In  the  pleasure  of  the  company.    Dixon  v.  R.  R.  Co.,  78. 

2.  The  statute  of  limitations  does  not  bar  the  remedy  where  the  lia- 

bility of  the  defendants  is  created  not  merely  by  the  act  of  the 
parties,  but  by  the  positive  provisions  of  a  statute,  nor  will  it  be 
held  to  embrace  any  proceeding  at  law  not  therein  enumerated. 
Hence  as  the  Maryland  act  of  1715,  chap.  23,  sec.  2,  which  is  the 
statute  of  limitations  in  this  District,  in  none  of  its  provisions, 
makes  allusion  to  a  proceeding  by  inquisition,  such  a  proceeding 
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cannot  be  regarded  as  au  action  within  the  meaning  of  the 
statute.     Id, 

3.  In  an  action  at  law  to  recover  damages  to  tlie  plaintlflPs  property  by 

reason  of  the  laying  of  a  railroad  track,  the  only  recovery  which 
can  be  had  would  be  in  respect  of  temporary  or  transitory  dam- 
ages accrued  up  to  the  time  of  tlie  inception  of  the  suit,  whereas, 
a  statutory  inquisition,  which  is  not  a  suit  in  tlie  sense  of  the  law, 
is  instituted  to  ascertain  for  all  time  the  amount  of  permnnent 
damages  sustained.  But  a  proper  subject  for  consideration  by  the 
jury  on  the  inquisition  would  be  tlie  recovery  which  might  be  had 
in  a  pending  action  at  law,  by  way  of  reducing  the  amount  of 
their  award.    Id. 

4.  At  such  an  inquisition  if  the  marshal  submits  the  names  of  the  jur- 

ors to  the  respective  attorneys,  that  they  may  strike  from  tlie  M 
until  tlie  number  Is  reduced  to  twelve,  and  the  attorney  for  the 
defendant  refuses  to  do  so,  the  marshal  may  perform  that  duty  iu 
his  stead,  as  otherwise  It  would  be  possible  in  any  case  for  a  party 
defendant  to  prevent  the  rendition  of  a  verdict  by  refusing  to 
strike  from  the  panel.    Id, 

5.  There  is  no  force  in  an  objection  that  In  four  separate  inquisitions, 

the  same  twenty  jurors  were  presented  as  a  panel  in  eadi  case.  Id» 

6.  Nor  will  the  court  consider  the  objections  whether  a  sutficient  num- 

ber of  witnesses  were  sworn  and  examined  as  to  the  amount  of 
the  alleged  damages-    Id. 

INSANITY.    See  Evidence,  15 ;  Practice.  9. 

1.  Insanity  is  a  defense  on  the  very  ground  that  it  disables  the  accused 

from  knowing  that  his  act  is  wrong.  The  very  essence  of  the 
inquiry  is  whether  liis  insanity  is  such  as  to  deprive  him  of  that 
knowledge.  If,  therefore,  a  witness  is  competent  to  give  his 
opinion  as  to  the  mental  capacity  of  the  accused,  he  is  competent 
to  state  his  opinion  as  to  the  decree  of  capacity  or  of  incapacity, 
by  reason  of  disorder,  and  whether  the  disorder  seemed  to  iiave 
reached  such  a  degree  as  to  deprive  hiin  of  the  knowledge  of  right 
and  wrong.     Ututed  States  v.  Guiteau^  498. 

2.  The  question  whether  a  certain  trait  in  the  defendant's  character  is 

an  indicium  of  Insanity  Involves  tlie  question  of  Its  nature,  and  an 
expert  witness  on  the  subject  of  Insanity  does  not  exceed  the 
limits  of  the  inquiry  in  stating  precisely  whether  the  trait  be  a 
vice  or  a  disease.    Id. 

3.  Where,  for  the  purpose  of  proving  the  Insanity  of  the  defendant, 

evidence  is  given  searching  the  history  of  his  whole  life  down  to 
the  time  of  the  act  cliarged  In  the  indictment,  and  his  moral  nature 
and  traits  are  presented  to  the  jury  as  showing  that  acts  done  by 
him  must  be  accounted  for  by  a  conclusion  of  insanity,  testimony 
is  admissible  in  rebuttal  as  to  particular  acts  and  conduct  of  the 
defendant  contemporaneous  with  the  history  produced  on  iiis  part 
and  tending  to  disprove  the  existence  of  the  grounds  on  which  the 
Inference  of  Insanity  is  based.    Id, 

4.  Whether  the  inability  to  resist  wrong  by  one  having  an  actual 

knowledge  of  the  dift'erence  between  right  and  wrong,  is  such  a 
mental  disorder  as  would  constitute  a  defense  to  the  crime  of 
murder,  qucere.    Id, 

INSOLVENCY.    See  Assignment ;  Fraud. 

INSTRUCTIONS  TO  JURY.    See  BiUfi  of  Exceptions ;  Practice.,  8,  9. 
INTEREST,     ^e  Assignment,  4  ;    Certificaies  of  Drawback  ;    Contrid; 
i  Promissory  Notes  ;  Practice,  7. 

I.  A  verbal  agreement  to  receive  a  greater  rate  of  interest  than  six  per 
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cent,  for  forbearance  after  a  debt  Is  dne  is  void  under  the  Revised 
Slatiitesof  the  District  of  Columbia,  Sec.  715.     Mnyw  Sht'phfnK  4H0. 
2.  A  void  proinist'  to  pay  illegal  interest  is  not  a  valuable  consideration 
for  a  promise  to  forbear.     It  is  a  mere  nudum  pactum.    Id, 

INTERPRETATION  OF  STATUTES.     See  Lmiiations,  Statutes  of,  3. 

^JUDGMENT.     See  Arbitration  and  Award,  G,  3  ;  Attorney  at  Law  :  Equity, 

1 ;  Equity  I'lea'iinif  and  Practice,  4,  9 ;  Indictment^  2  ;   Practice,  6  ; 

t*rincipal  and  Surety,  1. 

A  jnd^mcnt  merges  the  cause  <»f  action,  so  that  where  a  judgment 

has  been  obtained  against  one  of  three  makers  of  a  note  and  the 

creditors  are  seeking  to  have  the  property  of  the  debtor  applied  to 

the  satisfaction  of  the  judgment,  no  inquiry  can  be  made  in  that 

proceeding  into  the  consideration  or  original  surroundings  of  the 

note.     Nor  is  it  any  defense  that  the  other  parties  to  the  note  have 

not  been  properls  proceeded  against  by  the  complainant,  for  if  a 

creditor  is  to  be  prevented  from  collecting  his  debt  until  each  of 

the  ctlier  debtors  has  been  equally  pressed,  the  debt  will  never  be 

made  at  all.    Bank  v.  Hitz,  111. 

JURISDICTION.     See  Equity  Pleading  and  Practice,  9;   Murder,  6,  6; 
Payment 

1.  The  Joint  Commission  established  under  the  treaty  of  July  4,  1868, 

between  Mexico  and  the  United  States,  made  an  award  in  favor  of 
certain  claimants  against  Mexico.  Tiie  money  having  been  paid 
into  the  United  States  Treasury,  subject  to  the  control  of  the 
Secretary  of  State,  one-half  was  paid  to  the  claimants  and  the 
remainder  retained,  subject  to  the  claims  of  the  attorneys  who 
were  conflicting  assignees  of  this  moiety  of  the  fund.  On  a  bill 
tiled  iii  this  court  to  settle  their  equities  it  was,  on  a  plea  to  the 
jurisdiction  : 
Hel'f,  'I'liat  where  tlie  fund  is  in  tlie  Treasury  of  the  United  States,  and 
tlie  parties  claiming  it  are  before  the  court,  the  court  will  take 
jurisdiction.     McMuuus  y.  Slanditth,  147. 

2.  It  is  not  necessary  in  such  a  case  that  the  original  claimants  before 

tlie  •  oinniission  sliould  be  in  court  if  it  appear  that  they  disclaim 
any  interest  in  tlie  moiety  in  dispnte.    Id. 

3.  'I'lie*  whole  bed  of  the  l^)tomac  river  with  all  the  islands  therein  up 

to  hi^h-water  mark  on  the  Virginia  shore  is  within  the  explicit 
terms  of  tiie  Maryland  Ciiarter,  and  therefore  the  whole  of  the 
AlexMndria  (anal  and  Bridge  Company*s  bridge  beginning  at  the 
soniliern  terminus  of  I.in^^an  street,  in  Georgetown,  and  extend- 
ing across  the  river  to  high-water  mark  of  the  Virginia  shore,  is 
witliin  the  jurisdiction  of  the  J^istrict  of  Columbia.  Kailroad  and 
Jiiidyc  Co.  V.  district  of  Columbia,  217. 

4.  A  hricige  which  lies  pai  tly  in  the  District  of  Columbia  and  partly  in 

the  Stae  of  Virginia,  cannot  be  assessed  by  the  District  upon  its 
entire  length ;  only  that  portion  within  the  District  can  be  assessed, 
otherwise  tlie  assessment  is  illegal  and  a  bill  to  enjoin  a  sale  of  the 
property  by  the  District  authorities  for  non  payment  of  the  tax 
will  be  sustained. 

JURORS.     See  AccorrpUce,  2,  4,  5 ;  Arbitration  and  Award,  3,  4 ;  BUU  of 
Exceptions,  1,2;  Evidence^  8,  9, 10,  12 ;  Inquisition,  4,  5 ;  Practice, 
2,8. 
It  is   no  ground  for  a  new  trial  that  the  justice  trying  the  cause 
erroneously  ruled  certain  persons  competent  as  jurors  if  it  appears 
that  they  did  not  sit  on  the  jury,  and  that  the  defense  in  challeng- 
ing them  did  not  exliaust  their  peremptory  challenges,  but  had 
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others  to  spare  when  the  jury  was  completed.     Untied  Stata  t. 
Neverson^  152. 

LACHES.     See  Equity,  3. 

LANDLORD  AND  TENANT.    See  Pradice,  6  ;  Principal  and  Surety^. 

1.  Although  a  fraudulent  sale  of  goods  be  set  aside,  they  are  neverthe- 

less liable  to  the  landlord's  lien  for  rent  due  by  the  fraudulent 
vendee  to  the  landlord  upon  whose  premises  they  have  been  kept, 
and  tiiis  notwithstanding  there  are  judgment  creditors  of  the 
vendor  whose  executions  issued  before  the  landlord's  lien  attached. 
Gibson  v.  Gantier,  35. 

2.  By  the  provisions  of  Section  678  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  this 

District,  the  landlord's  lien  for  rent,  if  it  exists  at  the  time  he 
commences  proceedings  in  attachment,  continues  until  the  termi- 
nation of  those  proceedings,  and  his  lien  is  not  destroyed  by  the 
fact  that  at  the  time  of  issuing  his  attachment  the  goods  were  in 
the  custody  of  the  marshal  under  a  levy  made  at  the  instance  of 
an  execution  creditor.    Id. 

3.  The  statute  of  8  Anne,  ch.  14,  is  in  force  in  this  l^istrict,  and  If  the 

marshal  levy  an  execution  and  make  sale  of  property,  he  is  obliged, 
after  due  notice  given  him  by  the  landlord,  upon  whose  premises 
the  goods  are,  to  pay  from  the  proceeds  all  rent  due  up  to  tlie  time 
of  the  sale,  and  if  the  sale  take  place  during  the  month  there  can 
be  no  division  of  the  rent  for  that  month.  To  compel  the  marshal 
to  pay  over  one  year's  rent,  the  landlord  may  move  the  court  out 
of  which  the  execution  issues  for  an  order  to  pay  the  amount  due 
him  from  the  sale,  and  this  motion  may  be  made  at  any  time 
before  the  money  is  paid  over,  the  marshal  being  bound  on  the 
receipt  of  a  landlord's  notice  to  retain  the  money.    Id, 

4.  It  seems,  also,  that  the  lieu  of  the  landlord  is  not  lost  or  impaired 

by  his  suspension  for  a  month  of  the  execution  issuing  uuder 
tlie  judgment  obtained  in  the  attachment  proceedings,    id, 

5.  The  lessee  will  not  be  idlowed  to  dispute  his  lessor's  title  after  be 

has  acknowledged  it  and  entered  into  possession,  but  if  he  has 
never  taken  possession  under  that  title,  or  if  the  estate  lias  never 
existed  which  it  is  claimed  was  contracted  for,  the  lessee  may 
show  it  and  it  is  error  for  the  court  to  take  from  the  jury  evidence 
bearing  upon  that  point.    JHstHd  of  Columbia  v.  Johnson^  51. 

6.  Where  tne  goods  and  chattels  of  the  tenant  have  been  sold  by  vir- 

tue of  an  assignment,  the  landlord's  claim  upon  the  fund,  to  the 
extent  of  three  months'  rent,  has  priority  over  the  claims  of  sim- 
ple contract  creditors,  'i'his  priority  being  given  him  by  the  stat- 
ute.   R.  S.,  D.  C,   sec.  678,    Fox  v.  Davidson^  102. 

LANDLORD    AND   TENANT    PROCEEDING.    See   Prindpd  and 
Surety,  2;  Receiver, 

LARCENY. 

1.  Where  the  mere  possession  of  a  chattel   is  fraudulently  obtained 

from  the  vendor  by  the  vendee,  animo  furandi,  a  conversion  of 
such  chattel  by  such  vendee  is  larceny.    U,  S,  v.  liodgers,  419. 

2.  The  facts  that  a  portion  of  the  purchase  money  is  paid  by  one  of 

two  vendees  in  collusion  and  receipted  for  by  the  vendor,  and  the 
chattel  left  in  the  possession  of  said  vendee,  while  the  vendor  pro- 
ceeds to  another  place  to  receive  the  balance  of  the  purchase 
money  from  the  other  collusive  vendee,  do  not  work  transfer  of  the 
title  ;  it  remains  in  the  vendor  until  the  transaction  is  complete, 
and  the  whole  of  the  purchase  money  paid  ;  and  a  conversion  of 
the  chattel  by  the  vendee  in  possession  before  the  entire  purchase 
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money  Is  paid,  constitutes  larceny  on  the  part  of  both  of  such 
collusive  vendees  where  they  have  conspired  to  obtain  posses- 
sion of  such  chattel  by  fraud  or  deceit  for  the  purpose  of  con- 
version.   Id, 

LEGISLATIVE  ASSEMBLY  OF  THE  D.  C.    See  Raiification,  2. 

LEGISLATIVE  ASSENT. 
In  1770  a  trust  for  the  benefit  of  an  unincorporated  religious  body  was 
created  in  lands  situated  in  what  now  constitutes  the  District  of 
Columbia.  Subsequently,  under  the  act  of  Maryland  of  1791,  ch. 
45,  making  provision  for  the  allotment  and  assignment  of  certain 
lots  of  ground  to  certain  parties,  ^^  to  hold  the  same  in  their  for- 
mer estate,''  two  lots  were  conveyed  to  the  trustee  in  lieu  of  the 
original  trust  property  held  by  him. 
Held^  Ihat  the  conveyance  made  under  the  authority  of  this  act  was 
to  be  taken  as  a  full  legislative  assent  to  the  validity  of  the  title  of 
the  trustee.    Ebbinghaus  v.  Killian,  247. 

LEVY.    See  Landlord  and  Tenant^  2,  3 ;  Replevin, 

LIEN.    See  Admiralty^  4  ;  Landlord  and  Tenant^  1^2^  4^  6. 

LIFE  ESTATES.     See  Powers. 

LIMITATIONS,  STA  rUTE  OF.    See  Adverse  Possession  ;  Inquisition,  2. 

1.  The  statute  of  limitations  has  no  application  to  express  subslstins^ 

trusts.  In  such  cases  the  trustee,  while  he  holds  possession,  holds 
in  behalf  of  the  real  cestui  qui  trunts,  whoever  they  may  be.  He 
cannot,  tiierefore,  invoke  adverse  possession  in  favor  of  persons 
claiming  as  beneficiaries  if,  under  the  trust  originally  impressed 
iipon  the  property,  they  are  not  in  fact  the  true  beneficiaries. 
Ebbinghaus  v.  Killian,  247. 

2.  Statutes  of  limitations  are  to  be  construed  strictly  and  will  not  be 

extended  by  implication.    DiaU  of  Col.  v.  W.  8r  O.  R,  /?.,  361. 

3.  To  arrive  at  the  correct  meaning  of  a  statute  the  court  will  examine 

its  language  througiiout,  and  will  import  words  from  all  portions 
of  it  to  qualify  the  meaning  of  the  whole.    Id, 

4.  As  respects  public  rights  municipal  corporations  are  not  within 

ordinary  limitation  statutes.  Id, 
6.  Under  the  second  section  of  tlie  Revised  Statutes  relating  to  the 
District  of  Columbia,  the  liability  of  the  District  to  be  sued  and 
impleaded  to  the  full  extent  of  other  municipalities  is  plainly 
implied  in  the  general  language  which  creates  it  **a  body  cor- 
porate for  municipal  purposes,'*  and,  in  the  absence  of  any  pro- 
vision to  the  contraiy,  whatever  liabilities  may  properly  attach 
to  municipalities  in  general,  are  equally  devolved  upon  the  Dis- 
trict government.  Hence,  whenever  the  Maryland  act  of  1716, 
ch.  23,  which  is  the  statute  of  limitations  in  force  in  this  District, 
may  be  interposed  to  a  claim  of  an  ordinary  municipality,  it  may 
be  availed  of  against  the  District  of  Columbia.    Id. 

6.  Charges  or  assessments  made  against  property  owners  for  street 

improvements,  by  a  municipality  having  power  so  to  do,  are  in 
the  nature  of  taxes,  and  in  the  absence  of  some  additional  pro- 
vision declaring  limitation  a  bar,  such  a  plea  is  no  defense.    Id, 

7.  When  the  charters  of  the  companies  bind  them  to  pave  and  keep  in 

repair  the  streets  upon  which  their  tracks  arc  laid,  and  they  neglect 
so  to  do,  and  the  District  thereupon  does  the  work  and  brings 
suit  against  them  for  reimbursement,  the  fact  that  no  assessment 
had  been  made  against  the  companies  by  the  District  for  such 
work  is  immaterial  in  its  effect  upon  the  right  to  set  up  limitations 
as  a  defense ;  the  companies  occupy  the  same  position  with  respect 
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to  tlie  statute  of  limitations  that  they  would  have  held  if  -^he 
amount  chargeable  against  them  had  been  made  tlie  subject  cm^  i  a 
regular  assessment  which  they  had  refused  to  pay  and  for  wht  jch 
the  action  had  been  brought.    Id. 

8.  An  acknowledgment  of  indebtedness,  in  order  to  raise  an  impB^    led 

promise  whicli  will  talce  a  case  out  of  the  statute  of  limitati(^  ns, 
must  be  made  in  such  form  or  under  such  circumstances  as  to 
import  a  willingness  to  pay ;  but  such  willingness  need  not  be 
expressed  in  terms.     Thompson  v.  Shepherd^  385. 

9.  An  acknowledgment  of  indebtedness  is  not  defective  on  the  groL.^sn(j 

of  uncertainty  as  to  the  amount  due,  because  it  is  shown  to  h  .33?e 
admitted  too  large  an  indebtedness,  and  to  be  subject  to  red  «jc. 
tion  on  the  part  of  the  debtor,     fd, 

10.  A  case  stated  in  which  the  court  finds  a  sufllcient  acknowle  d^. 
ment  of  indebtedness  to  prevent  the  bar  of  the  statute,     fd, 

11.  The  amendment  of  a  declaration,  so  as  to  state  for  the  first  ttrse 
a  cause  of  action,  is  equivalent  to  bringing  a  new  suit  as  of  the 
date  of  the  amendment ;  and  if  the  statutory  period  of  limitations 
has  elapsed,  the  action  will  be  barred,  notwithstanding  the  origi- 
nal declaration  was  filed  within  the  statutory  period.    Johnston  v. 
District  of  Columbia ^  427. 

LIS  PENDENS.    See  Atsigument,  3. 
MALICE.    See  Murder,  2, 

MARRIED  WOMEN.     See  Husband  and  Wife. 

1.  Under  the  Married  Woman's  Act  of  18f)9,  R.  S,  D.  C,  a  married 

woman  owning  a  separate  estate  may  contract  to  repair  lier  house, 
or  to  have  anything  done  to  it  that  will  put  it  into  a  condition  to 
make  it  rentable.     Harmon  v.  Garland^  1. 

2.  Defendant,  a  married  woman,  owned  a  house  as  her  separate  estate. 

Plaintiffs  sold  and  delivered  furniture  to  her  upon  her  promise  to 
pay  for  same  out  of  said  estate.    The  defendant  bought  and  used 
the  furniture  for  the  purpose  of  furnishing  the  house. 
Held,  That  this  was  a  contract  having  relation  to  her  separate  estate. 
Id, 

3.  A  husband  can  only  act  in  respect  of  the  wife's  separate  estate  as 

her  agent,  and  he  can  bind  her  only  to  the  extent  of  the  autliority 
she  gives  him,  or  which  she  by  her  acts  gives  him  the  appearance 
of  liaving.     Brooke  v.  Barnes^  5. 

4.  The  fact  tiiat  a  wife  had  previously  given  her  husband  authority  to 

act  for  her  in  two  or  tliree  transactions,  is  no  ground  for  inference 
thai  she  has  therefore  given  him  authority  to  do  whatever  is  to  bf^ 
done  in  another  transaction  of  an  altogether  differentcharacter.  Jd, 

5.  When  the  husband  undertakes  to  act  as  agent  of  the  wife,  he  who 

deals  with  him  as  such  must  inquire  into  the  extent  of  his  autlior- 
ity. The  mere  assertion  of  the  agent  as  to  his  powers,  is  not  suf- 
ficient to  bind  the  principal.    Id, 

6.  A  husband  being  indebted  to  B,  gave  him  in  satisfaction  thereof  an 

order,  signed  by  himself  and  wife,  upofi  a  fund  belonging  to  the 
separate  estate  of  the  wife.  The  wife  had  signed  and  given  the 
order  to  her  husband  for  another  purpose ;  but  the  husband  repre- 
sented to  B  that  he  had  authority  to  use  it  in  payment  of  this 
indebtedness.  On  a  bill  in  equity  filed  by  the  wife,  the  court 
compelled  B  to  refund  the  moncj'.    Id, 

7.  If  not  forbidden  by  the  express  terms  of  the  settlement,  when  a 

married  woman  having  a  separate  estate  settled  upon  her  for  life, 
with  a  general  power  of  appointment  by  last  will  and  te>taroeut, 
executes  the  power,  the  appointees  are  postponed  to  the  claims  of 
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creditors  for  family  supplies  purchased  by  the  appointer^s  insol- 
Tent  husband,  with  her  knowledge  and  consent,  and  upon  the 
credit  and  with  the  intention  to  charge  her  separate  estate  there- 
with ;  and  it  is  not  necessary  that  she  should  have  executed  any 
instrument  in  writing  evidencing  her  intention  to  hare  the  estate 
80  charged,  it  will  be  sufficient  if  the  purchases  were  made  and  the 
goods  supplied  uj)on  the  credit  of  her  separate  estate,  and  she 
assented  to  it.    Knowles  v.  Dodge^  66. 

8.  The  statute  in  force  within  the  District  of  Columbia  governing  the 

rights  and  liabilities  of  married  women  possessed  of  separate 
property,  and  commonly  called  the  Married  Woman *8  Act,  has  not 
changed  the  common  law  rule  that  a  married  woman  cannot  be 
sued  at  law  for  supplies  furnished  to  her  for  the  support  of  the 
family,  although  they  were  furnished  upon  the  faith  and  credit  of 
her  separate  estate,  and  upon  her  promise  to  pay  for  the  same  out 
of  said  estate.    Schneider  v.  Garland^  350. 

9.  Defendant,  a  married  women,  purchased  a  carriage  of  plaintiffs, 

upon  credit.  At  the  time  of  the  purchase  she  stated  that  she  was 
living  in  the  country  and  wanted  the  carriage  to  ride  backwards 
and  forwards  to  look  after  her  property  in  the  city, 
Held^  That  the  defendant  being  a  married  woman  was  not  liable  in  an 
action  at  law*  affirming  and  following  Schneider  v.  Oarland^ 
ante,  p.  350.    McDermotiy,  Garland,  496. 

MARSHALL.     See  Inquisition,  4 ;  Landlord  and  Tenant,  2,  3. 

MERGER.    See  Judgment. 

MEXICO.    See  Jurisdiction,  1. 

MORTMAIN,  STATUTES  OF. 
The  statutes  of  mortmain  (in  force  in  Maryland,  1770,)  applied  only 
to  corporations.  Trusts  made  by  feoffment  grant  or  devise  to 
unincorporated  bodies  for  charitable  uses  and  purposes,  not 
deemed  superstitious,  were  not  invalid,  and  a  trust  for  a  religious 
purpose  has  long  been  dt  clared  a  charitable  purpose  In  this 
respect.     Ebbinghaus  v.  KiUian,  247, 

MOTIONS.     See  Indictment ;  Practice,  1 ;  Principal  and  Surety,  2. 

MUNICIPALITIES.    See  Construction  of  Statutes  ;  Umitaiion,  Statutes  of, 
4,  6,  6,  7 ;  Ratification,  1 . 

1.  Where  a  municipality  is  mulcted  in  damages  for  injuries  received  by 

a  party  in  falling  into  an  excavation  made  bv  a  railroad  company 
in  one  of  its  streets,  the  latter  is  liable  over  for  the  amount  paid. 
District  of  Columbia  v.  Railroad  Co.,  314. 

2.  Nor  will  the  fact  that  the  action  was  brought  by  the  injured  party 

against  the  municipality  instead  of  directly  against  the  person 
engaged  in  such  work  enable  the  latter,  in  an  action  over  against 
it,  to  set  up  absence  of  negligence  as  a  defense  on  the  ground  that 
the  municipality  granted  permission  to  do  the  work.  The  effect 
of  such  a  grant  being  only  to  prevent  the  grantee  from  being  a 
trespasser  in  the  bare  act  of  breaking  up  the  street ;  but  it  gives 
no  exemption  from  liability  for  injury  resulting  to  others  in  the 
execution  of  the  work.    Id. 

3.  It  is  no  ground  of  action  against  a  municipal  corporation  that  It 

has  committed  a  mere  error  of  Judgment  in  the  construction  of  a 
street  sewer  whereby  damage  ensues  to  adjoining  property,  when 
it  is  not  alleged  that  the  de&ct  of  construction  was  caused  by  the 
carelessness  of  the  defendant,  or  was  brought  to  its  notice.  John- 
ston V.  District  of  Columbia,  427. 
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MUNICIPAL  ORDINANCE.    See  Evidence,  1. 

MURDER.    See  Accomplice,  3  ;  Insanity,  4. 

1 .  The  different  grades  of  homicide  distinguished  and  briefly  defined. 

United  Stafes  v.  Neverson^  152. 

2.  Malice  is  evidenced  by  pn>vions  threats  or  grndges,  lying  In  wait  or 

by  poison.  It  Is  implied  when  the  killingls  done,  in  an  attempt  to 
rob  or  commit  some  other  felony.    Id, 

3.  The  felonious  purpose  to  icill  need  only  exist  for  a  moment  before 

striking  the  blow. 

4.  On  an  indictment  for  murder  against  three,  all  may  be  found  guilty, 

although  only  one  or  two  dealt  the  blow,  if  the  others  were 
present,  aiding  and  abetting — in  sympathy  with  the  deed — watch- 
ing, or  otherwise  aiding  while  near  enough  to  give  assistance.    Id, 

5.  Section  a339  of  the  RevUed  Statutes  of  the  United  States  applies  to 

murder  committed  within  the  District  of  Columbia.  United  StaUt 
y.  Guiieau,  498. 

6.  Murder  is  committed  within  the  District  of  Columbia  when  the 

felonious  blow  is  struck  there,  notwithstanding  the  consequent 
death  happen  without  the  District  and  in  one  ol  the  States.    Id, 

NEGLIGENCE.    See  MunicipalUies,  2,  3. 

NEW  TRIAL.    See  Indictment ;  Jury ;  Practice,  1. 

NOTICE.    See  Municipalities,  3;  Recording  of  Deeds, 

PARTICULARS,  BILLS  OF.    See  Promissory  Notes,  4. 

PARTNERSHIP.    See  Equity  Pleading  and  Practice,  3. 

PATENTS.    See  Equity,  I. 

1.  A  mere  aggregation  and  bringing  together  of  old  devices  or  instru- 

mentalities is  not  a  pateiitalne  invention  unless  some  new  result  is 
obtained.    Fisher  v.  Cummissioner  of  Patents,  212. 

2.  The  result  of  holding  firmly  the  ends  of  railroad  rails  by  means  of 

screws  or  bolts,  and  by  a  plate  under  the  ends  is  well  known,  and 
the  simple  adoption  and  application  of  a  ribbed  plate  with  the  bolt 
screwed  to  its  place  between  the  ribs  is  only  the  application  of 
two  old  devices  without  the  attainment  of  any  new  result.    Id, 

PAYMENT.  See  Promissory  Notes. 
Defendant,  having  been  sued  at  law  upon  a  promissory  note,  filed  a 
bill  in  equity  to  enjoin  the  suit,  on  the  ground  that  lie  had  a  com- 
plete defense  in  equity,  by  reason  of  certain  credits  that  would 
amount  to  a  payment  of  the  note.  Subsequently,  and  before  the 
hearing  in  equity,  he  filed  a  plea  of  ^^  payment  '*  in  the  case  at  law. 
A  final  decree  was  afterwards  passed  dismissing  the  bill,  and  then, 
on  the  trial  of  the  suit  at  law,  the  plaintiflTs,  to  meet  the  defend- 
ants' plea  of  payment,  offered  in  evidence  the  decree,  and  asked 
the  court  to  instruct  the  jury  that  this  decree  closed  all  defense  as 
to  any  alleged  payment  on  account  of  the  note,  which  the  court 
refused  to  do. 

Held,  Error,  for  the  reason,  that  equity  having  taken  Jurisdiction  of 
the  cause,  had  necessarily  gone  into  the  condition  of  accounts 
between  the  parties  to  ascertain  whether  the  note  bad  been  paid, 
and  if  paid  tne  suit  at  law  would  have  been  enjoined.  The  dU- 
raissal  of  the  bill  was,  therefore,  an  adjudication  by  the  court  that 
the  note  had  not  been  paid,    Stevens  v.  Du  Barry,  294. 

PERMANENT  IMPROVEMENTS.    See  Dower,2. 

PLEADING.    See  Promissory  Notes,  4,  Contract,  4 ;  Counterfeiting, 


•Index.  619 

POTOMAC  RIVER.    See  Jurhdidion,  3. 

POWERS.  See  Married  Women,  7. 
The  effect  of  the  execution  by  tenant  for  life  of  an  instrument  in 
writing,  in  the  nature  of  a  last  will  and  testament,  disposing  of 
the  fee  under  a  general  power  of  appointment,  is  to  change  what 
would  otherwise  have  been  but  a  life-estate  into  an  estate  of  inher- 
itance, and  subjects  the  property  appointed  to  the  claims  of  the 
creditors  of  the  appointor  in  preference  to  the  claims  of  the  ap- 
pointees, and  the  creditors  may  file  a  bill  after  the  death  of  the 
appointor  to  subject  the  property  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
appointor's  debts.    Knowies  v.  Dodge,  66. 

PRACTICE.    See  Pmmissory  Notes, 4;  Contract,  4;  Evidence,!,  3,  4,  11; 
Indictment;  Judgment,  1;   Equity,  2;  Jury;  Ratification, 

1.  The  cxjurt  in  General  Term  will  hear  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  upon 

a  bill  of  exceptions,  notwithstanding  no  motion  for  a  new  trial 
had  been  made  in  the  court  below.    Jjcwis  v.  Shepherd,  46. 

2.  It  Is  the  province  of  the  jury,  and  not  of  the  court,  to  estimate 

under  the  proof  the  damages  in  an  action  for  rent.  This  is  the 
uniform  rule  and  practice,  and  if  the  court  take  the  case  from 
the  jury  as  to  the  amount  to  be  recovered,  It  will  be  error.  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia  v.  Johnson,  51. 

3.  The  reiterated  decisions  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States 

and  of  this  court  have  sufficiently  warned  counsel  of  the  conse- 
quences of  neglecting  divers  requirements  in  the  preparation  of 
cases  on  appeal ;  this  court,  therefore,  will  not  consider  excep- 
tions which  would  inevitably  be  held  fatally  defective  in  this  res- 
pect on  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States.  Strong 
V.  District  of  Columbia,  265. 

4.  The  presiding  justice   may  certify  a  case  to  be  heard  in  the  Gen- 

eral Term  if  he  sees  fit,  against  the  remonstrance  of  all  the 
parties,  or  he  may  refuse  to  make  such  certificate,  though  all  the 
parties  unite  in  asking  it.  It  is  a  matter  for  his  own  discretion 
and  there  is  no  guide  for  action  except  his  own  sense  of  judicial 
propriety,  liunirauce  Co,  v.  Hosmir,  297. 
o.  The  provi-ions  of  rule  91  of  this  court  apply  only  to  appeals  and 
cannot  be  extended  to  embrace  a  certified  case.    Id, 

6.  In  a  landlord's  proceeding  by  attachment  before  a  magistrate,  the 

return  of  that  officer  to  a  writ  of  certiorari  showed  that  a  writ  of 
execution  upon  a  judgment  in  personam  (unappealed  from)  had  is- 
sued against  such  of  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  defendant  as 
were  not  exempt  from  execution.  Held,  That  the  question  of  the 
exempt  character  of  the  property,  not  appearing  to  have  been 
adjudicated  by  the  magistrate,  might  be  raised  in  an  ar*tion 
of  riplevin  against  the  constable  for  seizing  the  goods.  Waitings' 
ford  V.  Bennett,  303. 

7.  It  seems  that  when  a  party  has  been  compelled  by  the  default  of 

another  (who  was  primarily  liable)  to  pay  damages  for  injuries 
received,  he  may  recover  in  an  action  over,  the  entire  amount 
paid,  with  interest  and  costs  of  both  suits.  District  of  Columbia  v. 
Railroad,  314. 

8.  It  is  not  error  to  refuse  to  instruct  the  jury  upon  a  matter  of  law 

where  no  evidence  tending  to  raise  that  question  is  introduced. 
United  States  v.  Uuite€tu,  498. 

9.  Nor  is  it  error  where  no  evidence  is  introduced  tending  to  show  an 

incapacity  to  act  upon  a  knowledge  that  the  act  was  wrong,  for 
the  court  to  instruct  the  jury  that  the  affirmative  tendency  of  the 
evidence  in  the  case  was  to  support  a  wholly  different  theory  and 
ground  of  defense.    Id, 
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10.  The  first  day  of  a  terra  of  this  court,  but  not  ita  duration,  is  fixed; 
the  term  ends  whenever  the  court  adjourns  sine  die,  and  is  then 
determined  for  all  purposes.  If,  therefore,  the  day  to  which  final 
execution  of  a  sentence  is  postponed  falls  after  the  next  term  of 
this  court  as  determined  by  its  adjournment  sine  die,  execution  is 
postponed  in  accordance  with  the  meaning  of  Section  845  of  the 
Reviiscd  Statutes  of  the  District  of  Columbia.    Id, 

11.  If  it  should  happen  in  any  case  that  this  court  lias  prolonged  the 
**  next  term  "  referred  to  in  that  section  until  the  day  set  for  final 
execution  is  reached,  the  criminal  court  would  then  be  autliorized 
upon  application  of  the  party,  to  postpone  execution,  so  that  it 
should  fall  after  the  actual  adjournment  sine  die  of  this  court.    Id, 

PRESUMFflON  OF  INNOCENCE.    See  Evidence,  7. 

PRINCIPAL  AND  AGENT.     See   Promissory  Notes,  3,   4;    Building 
Association;  Married  IVotnen,  8,  4,  5,  6. 

PRINCIPAL  AND  SURETY.    See  GuarmUy, 

1.  The  engagement  of  a  surety  cannot  be  enlarged  or  varied  without 

his  consent ;  thus,  defendants  were  sureties  on  an  appeal  bond, 
conditioned  to  pay  intervening  damasks  and  costs.  Afterwards 
the  principal  confessed  judgment  on  tfie  plaintifi*  agreeing  to  stay 
execution  for  thirty  days ;  all  this  without  the  Isnowledge  or  con- 
sent of  the  sureties. 
Held,  That  giving  stay  of  execution  on  the  judgment,  without  the 
consent  of  tlie  sureties  discharged  them.    Kendall  v.  GricCn  279. 

2.  On  a  certification  to  the  General  Term  of  a  motion  to  quasli  a  writ  of 

certiorari  in  a  landlord  and  tenant*s  proceeding,  the  court  lias  no 
power  to  require  the  defendant  to  enter  into  an  undertaking  with 
surety  to  pay  the  intervening  rent  and  damages  occasioned  by  the 
delay  in  hearing  the  motion,  and,  as  against  the  surety,  between 
whom  and  the  landlord  there  is  no  privity,  such  as  undertalcin^c  i^ 
not  supported  by  any  consideration.  Nor  is  the  surety  estopped  to 
set  up  the  want  of  consideration,  the  instrument  not  being  under 
seal,  and  even  if  it  were  it  is  doubtful  whether  it  would  1^  good 
against  him.     Insurance  Co,  v.  Bosmer,  297. 

3.  While  it  is  perfectly  well  settled  that  a  valid  agreement  between  a 

creditor  and  the  principal  debtor,  giving  time  after  the  maturity 
of  the  note,  discharges  the  surety,  yet  the  agreement  must  be  a 
binding  one  ;  otherwise  it  is  a  mere  voluntary  indulgence  and  no 
valid  defence  for  the  surety.    May  v.  Shepherd,  430. 

PRIOR  DECLARATIONS.    See  Evidence,  3. 

PRIVIES  IN  CONTRACT.    See  Consideraton,  5. 

PRIVITY  OF  ESTATE.    See  Adverse  Possession,  2. 

PROMISSORY  NOTES.  See  ChaUel  Mortgages,  2;  Judgment ;  Payment, 
1.  Where  the  first  of  a  series  of  three  notes,  payable  in  one,  two  and 
three  years,  and  secured  by  deed  of  trust,  had  become  overdue  and 
was  taken  up,  at  the  request  of  the  maker,  by  a  third  party,  who 
became  the  holder  thereof,  the  payee  delivering  it  uncancelled, 
the  question  whether  such  a  transaction  operated  as  a  satisfaction 
and  extinguishment  of  the  note,  so  as  to  disentitle  the  holder 
to  any  share  in  the  fund,  when,  afterwards,  through  default  in 
payment  of  the  other  two  notes,  the  property  is  sold  for  a  sum 
less  than  the  incumbrance,  is  one  depending  upon  the  intention 
of  the  parties  at  the  time  of  the  transaction ;  If  there  was  no 
intention  to  consider  it  as  satisfied  and  extinguished,  the  holder 
will  be  entitled  to  share  pro  rata  in  the  fund  realized.  Ramsey  v. 
Daniehf  16. 
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2.  A  case  of  this  character  stated  in  whidi  the  court  held  there  was  no 

extingui^iiment.     Id, 

3.  An  alteration  by  tiie  endorsee  or  Iiis  a^ent  increasing  the  rate  of 

interest  upon  a  promissory  note  if  made  without  the  knowledge 
or  consent  of  the  endorser  and  after  it  has  passed  out  of  his  hands, 
is  a  serious  and  material  change  in  tlie  promise,  and  is  sufficient 
to  dii'charge  him.     LewU  v.  iShephfrd^  46. 

4.  A  declaration  in  assumpsit  consisted  of  a  special  count  against  the 

defendant  as  endorser  of  a  promissory  note,  and  also  of  the  com- 
mon money  counts,  having  annexed  thereto,  as  tlie  only  bill  of 
particulars,  the  note  sued  on,  the  defendant  being  also  the  maker 
tliereof.  On  the  trial  the  note  was  shown  to  baVe  been  materially 
altered,  as  to  the  rate  of  interest,  by  the  endorsee  or  his  agent, 
after  endorsement,  and  without  the  endorser's  knowledge  or 
consent. 
Heldn  That  by  reason  of  the  alteration  of  the  note  there  could  be  no 
recovery  upon  the  special  count.  Neither  could  there  be  a 
recovery  upon  any  of  the  common  counts  for,  in  addition  to  the 
infirmity  of  an  Hltered  note  as  a  bill  of  particulars,  a  liability  as 
endorser  does  not  imply  a  further  liability  by  reason  of  the  money 
that  was  advanced  upon  the  note.    Id. 

PUBLIC  POLICY.     See  Exemptions. 

PUBLIC  STATUTES,  KNOWLEDGE  OF. 
The  law  imputes  to  parties  full  knowledge  of  the  public  statutes,  and 
they  are  not  to  be  heard  to  plead  ignorance  on  the  subject.    Strong 
V.  Diairid  of  Columbia^  265. 

RAILROADS.     See  Damages  ;  Inquisition^  I,  3 ;  Municipalities. 

RATIFICA'llON.     See  Assignment,  1. 

1.  An  act  of  ratiflcarion  by  a  municipal  body  can  only  avail  where 

there  was  original  power  and  authority  to  perform  the  act  to  be 
ratified.  If  the  act  was  void  because  ultra  vires^  and  the  muni- 
cipality had  no  power  to  authorize  it  before  it  was  undertaken  and 
commenced,  it  has  no  power  to  adopt  It  after  It  is  done.  Strong 
V.  District  of  Columbia,  265. 

2.  Hence  where  T'ongress  liad  deprived  the  Board  of  Public  Works  of 

the  power  to  make  a  contract  without  a  previous  appropriation  by 
law,  and  had  forbidden  the  legislative  assembly  of  the  District  to 
authorize  payment  of  any  contract  made  witliout  express  author- 
ity of  law,  the  assembly  was  powerless  by  any  subsequent  acts  of 
attempted  ratification  and  adoption  to  validate  a  contract  void  for 
want  of  such  an  antecedent  appropriation.    Id. 

3.  The  power  to  waive  all  Irregularities  in  the  form  and  execution  of 

the  contracts  resided  with  Congress  alone.     Id, 

4.  The  provisions  of  the  act  of  June  20,  1874,  disclose  on  the  part  of 

Congress,  speaking  as  the  supreme  legislature  of  the  District,  a 
full  recognition  of  the  existence  of  the  seven  classes  of  claims 
enumerated  in  the  sixth  section  of  that  act,  and  a  waiver  of  all 
formal  objections  to  their  allowance,  the  plain  purpose  of  the 
statute  being  to  assist  those  whose  claims  in  one  form  or  another 
were  obnoxious  to  objection  ;  among  Euch  claims  being  those  for 
work  done  and  materials  furnished  for  street  improvements  upon 
contracts  with  the  Board  of  Public  Works,  which  were  originally 
void  for  want  of  an  antecedent  appropriation.     Id, 

5.  The  fact  that  such  a  claim  is  presented  for  adjudication  elsewhere 

than  before  the  Board  of  Audit — the  tribunal  mentioned  by  the 
statute — does  not  revive  and  make  efi'ective  the  formalities  cured 
by  the  act,  as  the  waiver  once  established,  remained  in  full  force, 
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and  for  all  time  as  against  whatever  informalities  the  statate 
designed  to  hold  as  immaterial.    Id. 

RECEIPT.    See  Contract,  6. 

1 .  A  receipt  acknowledging  the  payment  of  money  may  be  explained 

or  contradicted  by  parol  evidence. 

2.  The  defendant  relied  upon  the  following  receipt :  "  Received  of 

Gilbert  Vauderwerken,  $164.50,  to  balance  in  full  for  all  account 
for  hauling  stone  for  use  on  the  work  of  construction  on  tiie 
Baltimore  &  Potomac  Railroad,  for  him  and  for  the  firm  of  Vander- 
werkeu  Sc  Co.;  and  I  do  hereby  release  him  and  them  from  all 
obligations  on  account  of  the  contract  for  such  hauling.  J.  F. 
Connell.  26th  July,  1872."  Plaintiff  offered  to  show  by  parol 
evidence  that  the  receipt  was  not  designed  as  an  acquittance  of 
the  claim  sued  on,  but  that  the  same  was  expressly  excepted  by 
the  parties  at  the  time  from  its  operation. 
Hdd,  admissible.     ConneUy,  Vanderwerken,  242. 

REASONABLE  DOUBT.    See  Evidence,  7. 

RECEIVER.    See  Assignment,  1 ;  Equity  Pleading  and  Practice,  5. 

1.  A  receiver  appointed  to  take  possession  of  property,  but  required  by 

the  order  appointing  him  to  give  bond  before  proceeding  to  act, 
cannot,  until  such  bond  is  given,  legally  dispossess  a  party  in 
possession.     Phillips  v.  Smoot,  478. 

2.  If  a  party  l>eing  rightfully  in  possession  of  real  estate,  sign  a  lea^e 

agreeing:  to  pay  rent  to  one  whom  he  supposes  to  be  a  receiver 
with  authority  to  take  possession  of  the  property,  he  is  not 
estopped  from  afterwards  showing  the  want  of  authority  and  title 
on  tne  part  of  the  lessor ;  such  a  case  does  not  come  witliin  the 
rule  that  the  tenant  siiall  not  deny  the  title  of  his  landlord.    Id, 

RECORDING  OF  DEEDS.  See  Bo7ia  Fide  PurcJtoJter,  2. 
The  act  of  Congress  of  April  27,  1878,  providing  for  the  recording  of 
deeds,  mortgages,  &c.,  repealed  the  antecedent  laws  limiting  the 
time  for  the  recording  of  certain  deeds,  so  that  a  deed  executed  on 
the  9th  of  December,  1878,  hut  not  recorded  until  the  13th  of  May, 
1879,  can  only  be  valid  against  creditors  without  notice  from  the 
latter  date.    Bankv,  Hitz,  111. 

REFEREE.    See  Arbitration  and  Award. 

RELEASES.    See  Assignment,  1 ;  Contract,  6. 

RELIEF,  PRAYER  FOR.    See  Equitt/  Pleading  and  Practice,  8. 

REMANDING  OF  CASES.    See  Arbiiraiion  and  Award,  1. 

RENT.    See  Landlord  and   Tenant,   1,   2,   3;    Practice;    Principal  and 
ISureiy,  2. 

REPLEVIN.    See  Practice,  6. 

1.  Whether  a  demand  is  necessary  in  the  case  of  a  mere  detention 

under  claim  of  rigiit  before  replevin  can  be  maintained,  queere, 
Bridget  v.  Cornish,  29.     * 

2.  Replevin  against  the  officer  will  lie  by  the  execution  debtor  when 

his  exempt  property  has  been  levied  on.  Wallingsford  v.  Bennett, 
'60S. 

3.  Defendant  received  from  K.,  without  fraudulent  purpose  towards 

plaintiff,  or  circumstances  to  put  him  on  inquiry,  certain  goods  as 
security  for  money  loaned.    Before  suit  brought  (replevin)  tinj 
defendant  had  returned  the  goods  to  K.  without  notice  from  plain- 
tiff that  the  goods  were  his. 
BM,  That  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover.     Carpenur  v.  Starr,  417. 
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2.  A  case  of  this  cliaracter  stated  in  which  the  court  held  there  was  no 

extniguishment.     Id, 

3.  An  alteration  by  tiie  endorsee  or  his  a^ent  increasing  the  rate  of 

interest  upon  a  promissory  note  if  made  without  the  knowledge 
or  consent  of  the  endorser  and  after  it  has  passed  out  of  his  hands, 
is  a  serious  and  material  change  in  the  promise,  and  is  sufficient 
to  discharge  liim.    LewU  v.  Shepherd ^  46. 

4.  A  declaration  in  assumpsit  consisted  of  a  special  count  against  the 

defendant  as  endorser  of  a  promissory  note,  and  also  of  the  com- 
mon money  counts,  having  annexed  thereto,  as  the  only  bill  of 
particulars,  the  note  sued  on,  the  defendant  being  also  the  maker 
thereof.  On  the  trial  the  note  was  shown  to  haVe  been  materially 
altered,  as  to  tlie  rate  of  interest,  by  the  endorsee  or  his  agent, 
after  endorsement,  and  without  the  endorser's  knowledge  or 
consent. 
HM,  That  by  reason  of  the  alteration  of  the  note  there  could  be  no 
recovery  upon  the  special  count.  Neither  could  there  be  a 
recovery  upon  any  of  the  common  counts  for,  in  addition  to  the 
infirmity  of  an  Mltered  note  as  a  bill  of  particulars,  a  liability  as 
endorser  does  not  imply  a  further  liability  by  reason  of  the  money 
that  was  advanced  upon  the  note.    Id. 

PUBLIC  POLICY.    See  Exemptions. 

PUBLIC  STATUTES,  KNOWLEDGE  OF. 
The  law  imputes  to  parties  full  knowledge  of  the  public  statutes,  and 
they  are  not  to  be  heard  to  plead  ignorance  on  the  subject.    Strong 
V.  District  of  Columbia^  265. 

RAILROADS.     See  Damages  ;  Inquisition^  I,  3;  Municipalities, 

RATIFICA'llON.     See  Assignment,  1. 

1.  An  act  of  ratification  by  a  municipal  body  can  only  avail  where 

there  was  original  power  and  authority  to  perform  the  act  to  be 
ratified,  if  the  act  was  void  because  ultra  vires^  and  the  muni- 
cipality had  uo  power  to  authorize  it  before  It  was  undertaken  and 
commenced,  it  has  no  power  to  adopt  it  after  it  is  done.  Strong 
V.  District  of  Columbia,  265. 

2.  Hence  where  Congress  had  deprived  the  Board  of  Public  Works  of 

the  power  to  make  a  contract  without  a  previous  appropriation  by 
law,  and  had  forbidden  the  legislative  assembly  of  the  District  to 
authorize  payment  of  any  contract  made  without  express  author- 
ity of  law,  the  assembly  was  powerless  by  any  subsequent  acts  of 
attempted  ratification  and  adoption  to  validate  a  contract  void  for 
want  of  sucli  an  antecedent  appropriation.    Id. 

3.  The  power  to  waive  all  irregularities  in  the  form  and  execution  of 

the  contracts  resided  with  Congress  alone.     Id, 

4.  The  provisions  of  the  act  of  June  20,  1874,  disclose  on  the  part  of 

Congress,  speaking  as  the  supreme  legislature  of  the  District,  a 
full  recognition  of  tl)e  existence  of  the  seven  classes  of  claims 
ennmeratt^d  in  the  sixth  section  of  that  act,  and  a  waiver  of  all 
formal  objections  to  their  allowance,  the  plain  purpose  of  the 
statute  being  to  assist  those  whose  claims  in  one  form  or  another 
were  obnoxious  to  objection ;  among  Euch  claims  being  those  for 
work  done  and  mattu-ials  furnished  for  street  improvements  upon 
contracts  with  the  Board  of  Public  Works,  which  were  originally 
void  for  want  of  an  antecedent  appropriation.     Id, 

5.  'I'lie  fact  that  such  a  claim  is  presented  for  adjudication  elsewhere 

than  before  the  Board  of  Audit— the  tribunal  mentioned  by  the 
statute — does  not  revive  and  make  effective  the  formalities  cured 
by  the  act,  as  the  waiver  once  established,  remained  in  full  force, 
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1874,  June  20.     See  Raiificatimi,  4. 
1878,  April  27.    See  Recording  of  Deeds, 
1878,  June  19.    See  Cirlificate  of  Drawback. 
Eeyised  Statutes,  Section  1033.    See  Trials  13. 

do.      3224.     See  Taxatiofi,  6. 

do.      4898.    See  Equity,  I. 

do.      5339.    See  Murder,  5. 

do,      6467.    See  Counterfeiting,  1 ;  Crime*, 

do.      6458,     See  Counterfeiting,  2,  Crimea. 
D.  C.  Sections  678.    See  landlord  and  Tenant,  2,6. 

do.        do.      715.    See  Interests  1. 

do.        do.      727.    See  Husband  and    Wife,  1,  3, 
Married  Women,  1,8. 
Revised  Statutes,  D.  C,  Section  797.    See  Exemptions. 
do.  do.         do.        do.      845.    See  Practice,  10. 

STATU'raS,  CONSTRUCTION  OF.    See  Construction  of  Statutes. 

STAY  OF  EXECU'llON.    See  Principal  and  Surdy,  1. 

STREET  RAILROADS. 

1.  If  the  conduct  of  a  passenger  upon  a  street  car  is  such  that  his 

expulsion  appears  to  the  conductor  to  be  a  just  and  proper 
expedient  for  the  purpose  of  preventing  a  violation  of  decency  and 
good  order,  the  conductor  \^ill  be  justified  in  expelling  him,  the 
company  b^tng  responsible  for  an  abuse  of  this  discretion  or  of 
any  oppression  in  its  exercise,  and  it  will  be  error  if  the  court  so 
instruct  the  jury  as  to  take  nway  from  them  the  consideration  of 
the  question  whether  the  conduct  of  the  passenger  furnished  a 
reasonable  and  probable  cause  for  apprehending  a  breach  of  good 
order,    Lemont  v.  Railroad  Co.^  180, 

2.  A  sick  passenger  on  a  street  car  must  conform  to  the  reasonable 

regulations  of  the  car  company ;  he  has  no  prerogative  to  misbe- 
have and  to  subject  the  other  passengers  to  annoyance  by  his 
offensive  conduct,  Hnd  it  will  be  no  protection  against  his  expulsion 
from  the  car  that  his  misconduct  is  not  willful  or  voluntary.  The 
absence  of  an  evil  intention  is  a  good  defense  to  an  indictment, 
but  it  cannot  exonerate  a  person  who  is  honestly  supposed  to  be 
drunk  and  who  repeatedly  disobeys  the  request  of  the  conductor 
to  behave  himself.    Id. 

3.  The  rule  to  be  applied  to  steam  cars  in  regard  to  accommodations  to 

sick  or  decrepit  persons  is  not  a  proper  rule  to  be  applied  to  horse 
railways.  What  might  be  permitted  on  tlie  former,  where  the 
journeys  are  long  and  continuous,  could  not  be  practiced  on  the 
latter  witliout  great  inconvenience  to  tlie  company  and  the  pas- 
sengers. If  the  passenger  is  known  by  the  conductor  to  be  sick 
(and  good  faith  requires  that  he  be  informed  by  the  passenger  of 
that  fact  in  order  that  proper  and  reasonable  allowance  may  be 
made  for  what  may  seem  unusual  or  obnoxious  in  his  conduct), 
and  he  is  shown  good  treatment,  the  company  will  not  be  required 
to  provide,  without  a  special  contract,  any  extra  means  for  his 
accommodation.    Id. 

4.  An  instruction  which  implies  that  vomiting  in  a  street  car  from 

intoxication  is  the  only  form  of  that  evil  which  will  authorize  the 
conductor  to  expel  the  offending  passenger,  is  erroneous,  as  it 
takes  from  the  minds  of  the  jury  all  other  forms  of  the  evil 
which,  in  the  proper  management  of  the  car,  might  justify  tiie 
conductor  in  ejecting  the  passenger.  Id. 
6,  By  the  charter  of  certain  street  railway  companies  of  Washington 
and  Georgetown,  the  companies  were  required  to  keep  their  tracks 
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and  the  adjacent  part  of  the  streets,  at  all  times,  well  paved  and  in 
good  order,  without  expense  to  the  United  States  and  to  the  Dis- 
trict, the  District  being  also  bound  by  statute  to  take  all  proper 
care  of  its  streets  and  avenues.  On  the  failure  of  the  companies 
to  perform  this  duty  the  worlc  was  done  and  paid  for  by  the  Dis- 
trict, and  to  obtain  reimbursement  for  the  outlay,  suit  was  after- 
wards brought  by  it  against  the  companies. 
Hdd^  1.  That  after  the  acceptance  of  their  charters,  the  companies 
could  not  be  heard  to  object  that  the  provision  was  illegal  or 
incapable  of  enforcement  against  them.  2.  That  the  right  of 
action  grew  out  of  and  was  founded  upon  the  obligation  in  the 
charters  as  well  of  the  District  as  of  the  companies,  and  that  the 
suit  was  an  action  founded  upon  those  statutes.  3.^  That  the 
statutory  obligation  of  the  companies  had  been  broken  if  the  pav- 
ing had  caused  any  expense  to  the  District,  and  this  fact  would 
furnish  the  consideration  and  foundation  of  the  claim  for  reim- 
bursement. 4.  That  the  action  was  not  within  anv  of  the  enum- 
erated actions  mentioned  in  the  1st  section  of  the  Maryland  act  of 
1715,  chap.  23,  to  which  the  plea  of  limitation  would  be  available. 
District  of  Columbia  v.  Washington  8r  O.  R.  R,,SGi, 

6.  One  section  of  the  charters  of  the  companies  required  them  to  keep 

their  tracks,  &c.,  at  all  times,  well  paved  and  in  good  order  ;  and  by 
another  section  it  was  provided,  *'*'  that  nothing  in  this  act  shall 
prevent  the  government,  at  any  time,  from  ottering  the  grades  or 
otherwise  improving  all  avenues  or  streets  occupied  by  said  roads, 
or  the  respective  cities  from  so  altering  or  improving  such  streets 
or  avenues,  and  the  sewerage  thereof,  as  may  be  under  their  re- 
spective authority  and  control ;  and  in  such  event  it  shall  be  the 
duty  of  such  company  to  change  their  said  railroad  so  as  to  con- 
form to  such  grade  or  pavement.  The  companies^  charters  also 
provided,  **  tiiat  the  use  and  maintenance  of  said  roads  shall  be 
subject  to  the  municipal  regulations  of  the  cities  of  Washington 
and  Georgetown." 
Hdd,  That  the  companies  were  bound  by  the  charters  not  only  to  pave 
once  the  designated  portions  of  the  streets,  but  to  repair  the  pav- 
ing and  to  change  the  grade  and  lay  new  pavements  within  the 
prescribed  limits  whenever  the  municipality,  in  its  discretion, 
should  see  proper  to  make  changes  in  the  streets,  rendering  such 
work  proper  to  be  done  on  the  part  of  the  companies.    Id. 

7.  Where,  on  the  failure  of  the  companies  to  pave,  Ac,  as  required 

by  their  charters,  tlie  work  is  done  by  the  District,  assumpsit  for 
the  recovery  of  tlje  sum  expended  is  a  more  appropriate  form  of 
action  than  debt ;  and  the  declaration  should  charge  that  the  sums 
paid  were  what  the  work  was  reasonably  worth,  the  recovery  be- 
ing limited  to  such  reasonable  expenses  incurred  by  the  city  as 
shall  be  ascertained  by  a  jury.  Extravagant  amounts  recklessly 
expended  in  the  worlv  without  reference  to  its  true  value  sliould 
not  be  allowed.   Id. 

STREETS.    See  LimUations  Statute  of,  6,  7. 

1.  A  municipality  charged  with  the  duty  and  power  to  grade  and  alter 

the  streets  of  its  city  is  not  answerable,  in  the  performance  of 
such  work,  for  injury  resulting  to  a  citizen,  unless  negligence  be 
shown.     District  of  Columbia  v.  Railroad  Co,,  314. 

2.  But  it  is  otherwise  with  a  private  corporation,  which  is  liable  like 

any  other  private  person  making  a  specially  authorized  but  extra- 
ordinary use  of  a  public  street.    Id. 

3.  Such  uses  of  public  streets  by  private  persons  are  lawful  only  be- 

cause specially  authorized,  and  wlillc  so  conducted  as  to  be  harm- 
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less  to  others,  but  they  become  trespasses  whenever  injury  occura, 
whether  resulting  from  negligence  or  not.    Id, 

4.  Evidence,  therefore,  by  such  a  defendant  to  show  all  possible  care 
and  diligence  if  unaccompanied  by  any  assertion  of  responsibility 
on  the  part  of  another,  or  of  want  of  care  on  the  part  of  the  per- 
son injured,  should  be  excluded  as  immaterial  to  the  issne.    Id. 

6.  The  fact  that  a  municipality  grants  to  a  private  person  the  right  to 
engine  in  extraordinarv  work  upon  its  streets  does  not  deprive  the 
municipality  of  the  right  to  recover  over  against  such  person  the 
amount  which  it  (the  municipality)  has  been  compelled  to  pay  to 
a  citizen  injured  by  reason  of  such  work.    Id. 

SUPPLEMENTAL  BILLS.    See  EquUy  Pleading  and  Pradice,  4. 

SWITZEKLAND.    See  Treaties,  2. 

TAXATION    See.  Construction  of  Statutes^  1 ;  Jurisdiction,  3,  4 ;  Xawi- 
taJtions^  Statutes  of. 

1.  Whenever,  on  anv  fair  construction  of  the  legislation  under  which 

an  exemption  from  taxation  is  claimed,  there  is  a  reasonable 
doubt  whether  the  claim  is  made  out,  that  doubt  must  be  solved 
in  favor  of  the  Sovereignty.  In  other  words,  the  language  used 
must  be  of  such  a  character  as,  when  fairly  interpreted,  leaves  no 
room  for  controversy.  B.  R.  and  Bridge  Uo.  v.  District  of  Colum- 
bia, 21 7. 

2.  The  act  incorporating  the  Chesapeake  and  Ohio  Canal  Company 

(assented  to  by  Congress,  March  3, 1825)  declared  its  property  for- 
ever exempt  from  taxation.  By  a  provision  of  the  act  Congre^ 
had  power  to  authorize  the  extension  of  the  canal  *'into  or 
through  the  District  of  Columbia  *  ♦  *  upon  the  same  terms 
and  conditions  and  with  all  the  rights  and  privileges  and  powers 
of  every  kind  whatsoever  that  the  company  incorporated  by  tliia 
act  have  to  make  the  Chesapeake  and  Ohio  Canal. *'  Afterwards  the 
Alexandria  Canal  Company  was  incorporated  by  Congress  and  au- 
thorized to  construct  a  canal  from  the  terminus  of  the  Chesapeake 
and  Ohio  canal  in  Georgetown  acrof^s  the  Potomac  river.  Under 
this  charter  a  canal  was  conducted  across  the  Potomac  by  an 
aqueduct,  supported  upon  piers.  In  May,  1866,  certain  parties  be- 
came lessees  of  the  property.  Subsequently,  the  lessees  conveyed 
all  their  rights  to  complainants,  a  body  politic.  Later  (July,  1868) 
the  assent  of  Congress  was  given  to  the  construction  by  com- 
plainants of  a  bridge  over  the  aqueduct-  The  District  of  Colum- 
bia having  assessed  this  bridge  for  taxation,  complainants  filed 
their  bill  to  enjoin  the  enforcing  of  the  tax  on  the  ground  that 
the  exemption  from  taxation  granted  the  Chesapeake  and  Ohio 
Company  had  been  transmitted  to  complainants  by  their  charter 
and  the  several  acts  of  Congress ; 

Held,  that  the  rights,  privileges  and  powers  communicated  to  the 
Alexandria  Canal  Company  were  those  which  the  Chesapeake 
and  Ohio  Company  had  to  make  the  canal,  and  that  these  might 
be  exercised  quite  independently  of  any  exemption  from  taxation, 
and  could  not  be  held  to  include  any  immunity  therefrom. 

Held,  also,  that  even  if  the  Alexandria  Canal  Company  had  been  en- 
titled to  immunity  from  taxation,  it  could  not  be  claimed  by  it« 
lessees,  as  the  exemption  from  taxation  was  a  privilege  of  the 
company  itself  and  does  not  pass  to  purchasers  of  its  property 
and  franchises. 

Held,  also,  that  where  an  act  incorporating  a  company  authorizes  it 
to  construct  certain  works  and  forever  exempts  its  property  from 
taxation,  a  subsequent  act  (unaccompanied  by  an  exemption  from 
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taxation)  authorizing  the  company  to  construct  other  works, 
which  are  in  no  sense  an  appropriate  part  of  the  first  or  within  the 
purposes  or  contemplation  of  tliose  who  granted  the  original  fran- 
chise, the  new  property  thus  created  cannot  be  fairly  included  as 
coming  under  the  grant  of  exemption  from  taxation  in  the  original 
act.    Id. 

3.  A  bridge  firmly  attached  to  and  incorporated  with  the  stone  work 

of  an  aqueduct  whose  piers  extend  a  great  depth  below  the  bot- 
tom of  the  Potomac  river  and  arc  fastened  to  the  solid  rock  can- 
not be  considered  as  personalty  or  anything  else  than  real  estate 
within  the  meaning  of  the  tax  laws.    Id. 

4.  Although  an  incorporated  company  has  not  for  thirty  years  been 

charged  with  taxes  upon  its  property,  the  court  will  nevertheless 
sustain  the  right  to  a  tax.  if  it  be  a  legal  one,  when  the  subject  Is 
finally  brought  to  its  attention,    Jd, 

5.  The  mere  cost  of  the  planks  of  a  bridge  is  not  the  only  element  to 

be  taken  into  consideration  in  making  an  assessment;  the  use 
permitted  to  be  made  of  the  property  under  the  franchise  may 
enter  as  a  constituent  into  the  valuation.    Id. 

6.  Section  3224  of  the  Bevised  Statutes  of  the  United  States  declaring 

that  ^*  no  suit  for  the  purpose  of  restraining  the  assessment  or 
collection  of  any  tax  shall  be  maintained  in  any  court,*'  applies 
only  to  taxes  levied  by  the  United  States,  and  has  no  application 
to  taxes  levied  by  the  District  of  Columbia,  although  under 
authority  of  the  United  States.    Id. 

7.  The  rule  that  the  mere  illegality  of  a  tax  is  no  ground  of  itself  for 

the  interposition  of  a  court  of  equity,  but  that  there  must  exist  in 
addition,  special  circumstances  bringing  the  case  under  some 
recognized  head  of  equity  jurisdiction,  applies  only  to  taxes  levied 
by  the  sovereign ;  it  would  seem  not  to  be  properly  applicable  to 
the  case  of  an  illegal  tax  levied  by  a  municipal  corporation.    Id. 

TERMS  OF  COURT.    See  Practice,  10,  12. 

THREATS.    See  Evidence,  2,  Murder,  2. 

TRADE-MARKS. 

1.  The  several  acts  of  Congress  regarding  the  registration  of  prints 

designed  to  be  used  as  labels,  do  not  exclude  from  registration  a 
label  containing  matter  which  might  be  registered  as  a  trade- 
mark, nor  does  the  fact  that  a  label,  bearing  such  distinguishing 
marks  as  entitle  it  to  registration  as  a  trade-mark,  exclude  it 
from  registration  as  a  label  if  the  owner  desires  it  to  be  registered 
as  such  ;  whether  the  Commissioner  of  Patents  is  to  regard  it  as 
the  one  or  the  other,  depends  wholly  upon  the  will  of  its  proprie- 
tor.    U.  S,,  ex  rel.  Sewing  Machine  Co.  v.  Marble. 

2.  The  owner  of  a  label  entitled  to  registration  under  the  law  made 

application  to  the  Commissioner  of  Patents  for  its  registration, 
applicant  had  complied  with  all  the  requirements  of  the  law,  but 
the  examiner  in  charge  of  that  department  of  the  Patent  Office 
rejected  the  application  on  the  grouud  that  the  label  was  not  of 
the  class  entitled  to  registration,  whereupon  applicant.  Instead  of 
appealing  to  the  Commissioner  of  Patents,  as  he  might  have  done, 
petitioned  this  court  for  a  mandamiu  to  compel  the  Commissioner 
to  register  the  label,  the  Commissioner,  in  his  answer  to  the  rule 
to  show  cause,  recited  the  facts  of  the  failure  of  the  applicant  to 
appeal  to  the  Commissioner  from  the  examiner^s  decision,  but  at 
the  same  time  approved  of  and  endorsed  the  reasons  of  the 
examiner  for  refusing  to  register  the  label. 
Bekt,  That  a  peremptory  mandamus  to  register  the  label  shonld  issue .  Id, 
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TRESPASS.    See  MmicipaHties,  2. 
TREATIES. 

1.  A  treaty  between  the  United  States  and  a  foreign  power,  if  valid, 

is  as  much  a  part  of  tlie  law  of  the  land  as  the  common  law  or 
statutes. 

2.  Under  the  treaty  of  1850,  between  Switzerland  and  the  United 

States,  citizens  of  Switzerland  may  inherit  of  citizens  of  the  United 
States  in  the  same  manner  as  any  other  citizens  of   this  country. 
Joti  V.  Jost^  487. 
TRESPASS.    See  Municipalities,  2. 

TRIAL. 

1.  Under  Section  1033  R.  S.  U.  S.,  providing  fur  the  delivery  to  the 

defendant  of  a  copy  of  the  indictment  and  a  list  of  tlie  jurors  and 
witnesses  two  entire  days  before  the  trial  begins,  the  trial  is  to  be 
considered  as  beginning  when  the  jury  is  made  up  and  sworn,  and 
not  when  the  prisoner 7s  arraigned  ;  and  it  would  seem  that  Sun- 
day may  be  included  as  one  of  the  two  days.  United  States  v. 
Never  ton,  152. 

2.  The  pendency  of  a  prior  indictment  to  which  a  plea  of  not  guilty 

has  been  entered,  and  upon  which  plea  issue  has  been  joined,  is 
no  bar  to  an  arraignment  and  trial  upon  a  second  indictment  in 
the  same  court  for  the  same  crime.    Id, 

3.  A  delivery  to  the  defendant,  after  tlie  trial  begins,  of  a  list  contain- 

ing the  name  of  a  witness  who  will  be  called  in  behalf  of  the 
prosecution,  is  not  sufficient,  under  Section  1033  R.  S.  U.  8.,  to 
entitle  the  prosecution  to  use  such  witness  on  the  trial,  even  though 
the  court  snould  adjourn  the  trial  for  three  days  in  order  that  the 
defendant  may  not  be  surprised.    Id, 

4.  But  when  such  evidence  has  been  admitted  the  defendant,  if  he 

complains  of  it,  must  set  out  in  the  record  what  the  evidence  was ; 
for,  if  it  was  immaterial  or  unfavorable  to  the  prosecution,  the 
ruling  of  the  court  below  in  permitting  the  witness  to  testify  will 
be  no  ground  for  granting  a  new  trial ;  and  a  mere  statement  in 
the  record  that  the  evidence,  without  setting  it  out,  was  **in 
behalf  of  the  prosecution,'*  is  not  sufficient  to  inform  the  court  o! 
the  nature  of  the  evidence.    Id, 

TRIAL  BY  JURY.    See  Arbitration  and  Award,  4. 

raUST. 

1.  Where  a  trust  has  been  created  for  the  benrfit  of  a  particular  class 

of  persons,  as  for  example,  **for  the  Calvlnist  Society,"  and  there 
is  nothing  in  the  deed  expressly  declaring  the  particular  nation- 
ality or  location  of  the  society  to  whom  the  advantages  of  the 
trust  are  to  enure,  the  court  will  be  governed  by  the  circum- 
stances surrounding  the  trust  at  its  Inception,  and  if  there  is 
sufficiently  evinced  an  intention  by  the  grantor  to  confine  it  to 
particular  persons  of  a  particular  locality,  the  court  will  give 
efiect  to  that  intention  and  restrict  the  trust  to  those  persons  and 
to  that  locality  most  probably  intended  to  be  benefitted.  Ebbing- 
hau8  V.  KiUian,  247. 

2.  After  a  lapse  of  nearly  a  hundred  years,  during  which  time  the 

validity  of  a  trust  had  never  been  questioned,  and  all  parties  ever 
claiming  the  property  had  claimed  under  the  trustee's  title,  the 
court  \m\,  under  proper  circumstances  of  possession,  presume  the 
existence  of  grants  and  the  enactment  of  statutes  necessary  to 
confirm  the  trustee's  title.    Id, 

3.  By  the  provisions  of  a  deed  of  trust  given  to  secure  a  promissory 
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note,  the  terms  of  sale  in  case  of  default  were  as  follows :  *'  The 
amount  of  indeHednesa  secured  by  said  deed  of  trust  unpaid,  with 
t?ie  expense  of  tiie  sale,  in  cash,  and  tlie  balance  at  twelve  and 
eighteen  months." 
Hdd^  Not  to  be  construed  as  depriving  tiie  trustees  of  the  power  to 
sell  for  less  than  the  full  amount  of  the  debt,  taxes  and  expenses. 
A  provision  in  a  deed  of  trust  to  secure  a  del>t,  to  have  that  ettcct 
should  be  very  clearly  expressed.  The  true  construction  of  this 
language  is,  that  the  trustees  should  require  a  cash  payment  of 
enough  to  satisfy  the  debt,  if  tlie  purchase  money  he  sumcient  for 
that  purpose,  and  the  balance,  if  any,  in  two  instalments.  May 
V.  Shepherd,  430. 

4.  S.  gave  his  promissory  note,  bearing  ten  per  cent,  interest  until 

paid,  to  M.,  and  secured  the  same  by  deed  of  trust  upon  real 
estate ;  subsequently  8.,  for  a  valuable  consideration,  conveyed 
the  equity  of  redemption  to  W.,  and  paid  the  interest  on  the  note 
up  to  the  date  of  the  conveyance.  W.  then  p?iid  the  interest 
until  the  maturity  of  tlie  note,  when  he  went  to  M.  and  told  him 
that  he  (W.)  Iiad  to  pay  tlie  note,  but  asked  for  an  extension  of  one 
year  at  the  same  rate  of  interest,  which  was  granted.  The  agree- 
ment to  extend  was  not  in  writing.  A  subsequent  extension  was 
obtained  in  the  same  manner.  Default  having  finally  been  made, 
the  property  was  sold,  but  did  not  sell  for  enough  to  satisfv  the 
note.  Whereupon  S.  was  sued  for  the  balance,  and  was  held  by 
the  court  liable  for  the  same.     Id, 

5.  The  common  law  rule  requiring  the  use  of  the  word  "  heirs  "  in 

deeds  of  conveyance,  in  order  to  pass  a  fee,  does  not  apply  to 
deeds  of  trust ;  the  latter  are  to  be  construed  according  to  the 
intention,  the  trustee  taking  only  such  estate  as  is  necessary  for 
the  execution  of  tlie  trust.     Mackall  v.  Richards,  444. 

6.  Where   the   trust  is  created  solely  for  the  benefit  of  the  cedui  que 

tnisf,  he  having  the  absolute  control  of  the  property,  the  power  ol 
disposition  and  the  right  of  possession,  the  trustee  cannot  main- 
tain the  ejectment  against  him.    Id, 

7.  Where  the  trustee  has  no  right  of  possession  save  in  behalf  of  the 

cei<iui  que  (rust,  and  the  latter  conveys  his  entire  Interest  to  another 
pending  an  ejectment  suit,  brouglit  in  the  name  of  the  trustee  in 
behalf  of  the  cestui  que  trust,  and  includes  in  the  conveyance  his 
interest  in  the  mesne  profits  claimed  of  the  defendant  in  the  pend- 
ing suit,  the  trustee  has  no  longer  a  right  of  action.    Id- 

8.  Thi*  luil)endum  clause  of  a  trust  deed  was  as  follows :  "To  have 

and  to  hold  the  said  lots,  &c„  unto  the  said  party  of  the  second 
part  (the  trustees),  his  heirs  and  assigns  forever,  for  his  and  their 
sole  use,  benefit  and  behoof  forexer.  in  trust,  neverthele-s,  for  the 
use  and  purpose  following,  and  none  others,  that  is  to  say  :  to  hold 
the  i^anie  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  the  aforesaid  {cestin  que  trust), 
and  subji'Ct  to  his  absolute  control  and  disposal,  and  to  sell  and 
dispose  of  the  same  as  the  said  {cestui  que  trust)  may  in  writing 
direct  and  require.  Id, 
Held,  'I  hat  tlie  cestui  que  trust  had  the  entire  control  and  power  of  dis- 
position over  the  property,  including  the  rigitt  of  possession,  and 
having  conveyed  his  entire  interest  pending  an  ejectment  suit 
brought  in  his  behalf  in  the  name  of  the  trustee,  the  defendant  in 
the  suit  could  set  up  the  conveyance  as  a  good  defense^  against 
plaintiff,  tlie  trustee.     Id, 

ULTRA  VIRES.    See  Ratijicaiion,  1. 
UNINCORPORATED  SOCIETIES.    See  EquUy,  4. 
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UNITED  STATES  TREASURY.    See  Jurisdiction,  1. 

VENDOR  AND  VENDEE.     See    Bona    Fide   Purchaser;    Damaga; 
Fraud ;  Landlord  and  Tenant ;  Larceny. 

VERDICT.    See  BiUs  of  Exceptions,  1,  2  ;  Ecidence,  12, 

VOID  PROMISE.    See  Interest. 

WAIVER.    See  Arbitration  and  Award,  4 ;  Exemptions  ;  Ratification^  3. 

IrJ^ASHINGTON  GASLIGHT  COMPANY.    See  Contract,  6. 

WHARF.    See  AdmiraUy,  3, 

1.  Distinction  between  public  and  private  wharves  on  the  river  front 

o£  the  city  of  Washington.    DiMrict  of  Columbia  v.  Johnson,  51. 

2.  The  corporation  charter  of  the  city  ol  Washington  cave  the  latter 

power  to  control  and  make  disposition  of  public  wharves,  and  to 
regulate  and  police  private  wharves. 

WIFE.    See  Husband  and  Wife;  Dower;  Evidence,  15;  Married  Women, 
S^  4,  5,  6, 

WILL.    See  Married  Women,  7 ;  Powers, 

1.  Testator  devised  a  house  and  lot  to  his  daughter,  E.  F.,  ''*•  in  trust 

for  the  benefit  of  her  children,^'  without  particularizing^  them  by 
their  names.    A  like  devise  in  trust  was  made  to  each  of  three 
other  daughters.    He  then  devised  a  house  and  lot  to  his  daughters, 
E.  F.  andM.  L.,  "  in  trust  for  the  benefit  of  their  children."    The 
will  then  declared :  "  In  the  above  devises  and  bequests  that  I 
have  made  I  wish  it  to  be  understood  that  my  desire  is  that  the 
property  so  named  and  designated  be  held  in  trust  by  the  persons 
80  named  as  trustees  until  the  youngest  child  in  each  family  shall 
become  of  age,  when  it  shall  be  conveyed  to  them  as  tenants  in 
common."    There  was  no  evidence  as  to  the  value  of  the  respec- 
tive properties,  nor  as  to  how  many  children  there  were  in  each 
family,  nor  what  advances  had  been  made  to  them  by  the  testator 
in  his  lifetime. 
Beld,  That,  in  the  absence  of  this  evidence,  by  tl»e  assistance  of  which 
the  court  might  have  decided  difterently,"  and  guided  only  by  the 
face  of  the  will  to  discover  the  intention  of  the  testator,  the  devise 
to  E.  F.  and  M.  L.  must  be  construed  as  meaning  that  they  were 
to  take  as  trustees  for  two  families  or  groups  of  children,  and  that 
each  group  took  one-half  of  the  devise.    Ferry  v.  Langley^  140. 

2.  A  will  contained  the  following  clause  :  '^  I  bequeath  and  give  to  my 

dearly  beloved  brother,  Henry  Walker,  forever,  lot  No.  6  in  square 
403,  together  with  the  improvements  thereon  erected  and  appur- 
tenances thereto  belonging."  Tlie  testator  did  not  own  lot  6  in 
square  403 ;  but  the  plaintiff,  in  an  action  of  ejectment  to  recover 
lot  3  in  square  406,  offered  to  show  by  parol  evidence,  that  this 
clause  was  intended  as  a  devise  of  lot  3  in  square  406.  The 
evidence  proposed  to  be  given  was  :  1.  That  the  testator  intended 
to  leave  everything  he  owned  to  his  brothers  and  sisters  ;  2.  That 
he  did  not  own  lot  6  in  square  403,  but  that  he  did  own  lot  3  in 
square  406,  which  was  in  the  same  general  system  of  lots,  all  the 
four  hundred  series  running  down  in  the  same  straight  line 
through  that  part  of  the  city ;  3.  That  the  lot  designated  in  the 
will  had  no  improvements  upon  it,  whereas  lot  3  in  square  406 
was  improved  (the  lot  devised  being  described  in  the  claose 
quoted  as  an  improved  lot).  He  also  offered  to  prove,  as  going 
to  show  the  proper  reading  of  the  clause  as  understood  by  those 
directly  interested,  that  since  the  will  was  admitted  to  probate, 
the  widow  who  had  a  life  estate  in  one-third  of  all  the  property, 
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had  drawn  but  one- third  of  the  rentf ,  issues  and  profits  of  lot  3 
in  square  406,  and  that  the  guardian  of  Henry  Walker  had  drawn 
the  other  two-thirds,  and  that  all  the  beneficiaries  of  the  will  had 
acquiesced  in  this.  Hdd  iuadmissible.  Paich  v.  WhUe^  468. 
3.  Where  a  particular  estate  is  devised  to  one  with  remainder  to  the 
devifior^B  hetrs-at'lawy  the  remaindermen  take  the  same  estate  which 
the  law  would  have  cast  upon  them  if  the  devisor  had  died  intes- 
tate as  to  tlie  remainder.  And  in  such  case,  for  the  purpose  of 
ascertaining  the  heirs,  the  will  is  to  be  regarded  as  a  nullity. 
JoH  V.  Joity  487. 

ITNESS.    See  AceampUee^  2-8;  EquHy  Pleading  and  Pradiee^  If  2,  7; 
Evidence^  3,  10 ;  InquuUiony  6. 
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